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Supervisor: Ruben D. Olivarez 
The role of the campus principal has presented enormous and escalating challenges with 
the ever-increasing demands of academic accountability coupled with public scrutiny in the era 
of accountability that only continues to heighten with the new accountability rating system. 
Expecting swift and dramatic improvements overnight, tensions within the improvement 
required (IR) school organization tend to be evident, as principals are ill-equipped to transform a 
campus under local and state mandates. Building organizational capacity in schools with 
exacerbated achievement gaps among diverse student groups requires effective principal 
leadership.  
This study examined the role of the external Professional Service Provider coach within 
the context of improving school achievement through principal and campus capacity building.  
The multiple-case qualitative study employed data collected through semi-structured interviews, 
documents related to the study, and field notes.  Data were subjected to several levels of 
descriptive analysis, whereby the emerging categories became the basis for organization and 
conceptualization of the data. 
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Findings identified that principals of schools identified as improvement required 
benefited from working with an external coach.  All schools noted the value in the PSP working 
to grow not only their skillset, but rather, the skillset of the entire leadership team.  This 
approach allowed for a greater amount of whole school buy in, as a wide scope of people were 
coached either directly by the PSP, or by a leader on the campus.  The consistency in the data 
showed IR campuses were found without steady, school wide systems and lacked a sense of 
focus.  With the PSP, leadership teams were able to narrow their focus and establish systems that 
would sustain the passage of time.  While the difference in expertise level was addressed as a 
major factor when selecting a PSP, no one was aware on a clear plan for improving the training 
provided to these coaches.  Data varied on the amount of support and knowledge that was 
provided by the district office.  This study illuminated the need for principal coaching through 
the use of an experienced external coach to support the growth of an improvement required 
school toward academic success.   
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
Over 15 years after the release of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, the 
urgency for school districts to launch initiatives that produce demonstrable gains in academic 
achievement for all students is still a reality (Datnow & Honig, 2008; U.S. Department of 
Education, 2009).  Districts across the United States are fraught with inequalities between 
student groups in academic achievement and teachers’ low expectations preventing students 
from becoming college or career ready; which has led to the current educational attainment 
predicament (Apple & Beane, 2007; Noguera, 2005; Peske & Haycock, 2006; Wagner, 2008; 
Wagner et al., 2006). In the 2005-2006 school year under NCLB, 12% of all U.S. schools were 
identified as needing improvement (Stullich, Eisner, & McCrary, 2007). One quarter of those 
identified campuses had a history of failing to meet state standards for 4 to 6 years. Chronically 
low-performing campuses have been forced to grapple with how to meet the reality of where to 
begin in school turnaround efforts (Duke, 2010).   
“High stakes accountability, school reconstitution and closings, charter and voucher 
schools, and similar attempts at restructuring or privatization do not engage directly with critical 
tasks of building organizational capacity in low-performing schools” (King & Bouchard, 2011, 
p. 653). Proposals for reform are often times about something other than improving public 
education and are void of strategies to promote organizational learning to build a school’s 
capacity (Apple, 2006). Superintendents and central office leaders now, more than ever, are 
realizing they have a vital role in focusing on educational improvement strategies centered on 
learning-focused leadership (Datnow & Honig, 2008). 
Marzano’s (2009) meta-analysis of school district leadership found a statistically 
significant correlation between district leadership and student achievement. Schools are under 
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intense scrutiny as the focus lies on how principals can influence improvements under complex 
social, political, and economic conditions (Leithwood & Reihl, 2003). Crow, Hausman, and 
Paredes (2002) stressed that principals are pivotal to enacting all school reform efforts.  
However, with the evolution of the standards movement intensifying across the nation, district 
and campus administrators found that “effective leadership was impossible when everything was 
considered a high priority” (Duke, 2010, p. 2). While the ideology of school improvement has 
been long standing, the rate of actual success has not kept pace with state and federal directives. 
This inability to move at a quick enough speed leads to the realization that campus principals 
prioritize and enact change efforts in silos (Hansford & Ehrich, 2006). 
Understanding that the role of the campus principal is an isolated one, many urban 
districts establish partnerships with external organizations to support district-wide teaching and 
learning improvement efforts (Honig, 2004). Calling on intermediaries to enhance campus and 
district capacity under increasing pressure, “school reformers have employed external, school-
based coaches to support learning, performance, and change among principal, staff, and 
teachers” (Mayer, Grenier, Warhol, & Donaldson, 2013, p. 338). With the promise of bringing a 
multitude of new resources beyond the scope of what districts and campuses could do on their 
own, external school-based coaches have been supporting schools over the past two decades 
enhancing organizational effectiveness and instructional quality (Elmore & Burney, 1997; Mayer 
et al., 2013; Neufield & Roper, 2002).  
In order to provide support to principals in low-performing schools, some states and local 
districts across the nation have adopted the external coach model. These specialized support 
professionals with extensive experience in school improvement are recruited and trained to 
provide technical assistance to schools and principals (Stickel, 2005). In Texas, these school 
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liaisons, known as professional service providers (PSP), specialize in principal coaching and in 
leveraging effective campus practices within a framework for improving student performance at 
low performing campuses (PSP Guidebook, 2013).  School turnaround leadership, utilizing the 
PSP model, creates a partnership in articulating the focus for change and first steps for turning 
around the campus.  
PSPs are integral to the organizational change process and positioned to impact campuses 
beyond meeting mere accountability requirements by establishing embedded and long-lasting 
systemic change, because without the aid of an intermediary or expert PSP “very few 
organizations can develop and master the necessary knowledge and skills to succeed” (D’Aveni, 
1994, p. 383).  PSPs have the opportunity to build the capacity of campus and district leaders for 
understanding and fully implementing the continuous improvement model of school turnaround 
(PSP Job Description, 2015). The following sections provide a general overview of the study, a 
description of the problem this study will address, the research questions, and a brief summary of 
the methodology. Terms used in the study are also defined, as is the significance of the 
investigation, delimitations, limitations, and assumptions.  
Background of the Study 
The role of the campus principal, post NCLB, has presented enormous and escalating 
challenges with the ever-increasing demands of academic accountability coupled with public 
scrutiny (NCLB, 2002). Expecting swift and dramatic improvements overnight, tensions within 
the school organization are evident, as principals are ill equipped to transform a campus under 
local and state mandates (Reiss, 2004; Sparks, 2005). Amplified by having to learn a completely 
new set of skills for the campuses they lead, principals are weighed down by improvement 
frameworks that leave them little time to focus in on the long-term effects of building capacity 
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among their faculty to bring about changes in instructional quality and student achievement 
(King & Bouchard, 2011). King and Bouchard (2011) noted the following 
Efforts to build leadership and instructional capacity have tended to be short term; 
approaches for quick fixes and “reforms du jour” do not lead to powerful sustainable 
improvements that impact student achievement and achievement gaps. And the reliance 
on external accountability systems and mandates to do the “checklist” of research-based 
practices have only limited success in leading to powerful, sustainable reforms. (p. 660) 
School district leaders working with low performing campuses must look beyond traditional 
methods and launch new initiatives to strengthen school building capacity in the effort to 
promote teaching and learning (Datnow & Honig, 2008).  
Fullan (2007) focused on the dilemma of the need for different leadership strategies for 
different circumstances and argued, “the need for external intervention is inversely proportional 
to how well the school is progressing. In the case of persistent failure, dramatic, assertive 
leadership and external intervention appear to be necessary” (p. 46).  Despite undergoing district-
wide school improvement initiatives, urban school districts have found themselves facing 
challenges in implementation. A lack of clarity among leaders regarding learning goals and an 
absence of enough qualified and stable staff to foster new change efforts are common obstacles 
faced by campus administrators (Corcoran, Fuhrman, & Belcher 2001; Hubbard et al., 2006).  
Kouzes and Pozner (2007) promoted site leadership coaching as an investment in campus 
administrators to provide a framework for building capacity campus-wide and to fill the need for 
long overdue job-embedded, focused, and relevant professional development.   
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Professional Service Providers in the Coaching Role 
The need for on the job principal training for administrators that find themselves on low 
performing campuses is more important now than ever before (James-Ward, 2011). One 
recommendation being made for schools and districts across the nation not meeting state targets 
for annual student growth is to support principals at these low performing schools with 
leadership coaches (Stickel, 2005).  Professional service providers (PSP), as external liaisons to 
schools, are coaches who work with IR campuses to provide technical assistance and campus-
wide support to directly impact accountability. PSPs offer tools to help school leaders accelerate 
student learning and provide professional development to principals needing to engage in school 
improvement and reform. These coaches promote a systematic approach to continuous learning 
on individual campuses immersed in turnaround efforts (James-Ward, 2011).  PSPs are able to 
serve as third parties throughout the challenging work of school improvement as they are able to 
incorporate their knowledge base into organizational structures and communication systems that 
bridge the collaborative work between the struggling campus and the district (Honig & Ikemoto, 
2008).  
Coaching as a professional development and school improvement strategy within the 
field of education has shown considerable growth within the past decade (Elmore & Burney, 
1997; King & Bouchard, 2011; Marsh, McCombs, & Martorell, 2010; Neufield & Roper, 2002, 
2003).  However, according to Neufeld and Donaldson (2012), research on coaching in 
educational settings is scant and what is available focuses on internal coaches of instruction and 
literacy. Seeking to improve and accelerate learning for school leaders, external coaching models 
need further investigation to learn best practices for cultivating skills and equipping novice and 
veteran principals for the challenges of turning around low-performing schools.  
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Statement of the Problem 
As evidenced by continued low performance among many schools throughout school 
districts across the nation, principals struggle to transform low performing campuses into high-
performing, high-achieving ones (Meddaugh, 2014).  Building organizational capacity in schools 
with exacerbated achievement gaps among diverse student groups requires effective principal 
leadership (King & Bouchard, 2011). Multiple studies have investigated the connection between 
the instructional leadership behaviors of the principal and student achievement (Elmore, 2000; 
Leithwood & Reihl, 2003). Under unwaveringly high stakes, it is paramount to strengthen the 
leadership practices of the principal as an extension to improve teaching and learning (Hess & 
Kelly, 2005). 
Depending on the quality of their leadership, principals can impact capacity building in 
positive or negative ways (King & Bouchard, 2011). Hence, the critical importance of building 
school capacity requiring a framework that centers on distributed forms of leadership emanating 
from the knowledge and skills of the campus principal (Camburn et al., 2003, Elmore, 2000; 
Spillane & Diamond, 2007). Under such pressure, how do principals go about the craft of 
building on their instructional knowledge and improving the quality of their leadership? Though 
various systems of support and professional development exist for teachers, there is a void in 
regard to the same opportunities for novice and experienced principals alike.  School 
administrators are forced to rely on one-size-fits-all training events as part of their continued 
leadership development efforts (Bossi, 2007).  
“A business world maxim holds that ‘every organization is perfectly structured to get the 
results that it gets’. A corollary is that substantially different results require organizational 
redesign, not just incentives for staff to try harder within traditional constraints” (Darling-
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Hammond, 2010, p. 237).  External leadership coaching for principals is an outside-the-box 
answer to the considerable pressures faced by campus leaders to meet the demanding mandates 
of school accountability (James-Ward, 2011). Cooperatively supporting principals through the 
continuous learning cycle, coaches working with principals at underperforming campuses 
establish professional relationships, with a deliberate personalized plan, to provide leaders with 
objective information in order to make decisions that will lead to creating and sustaining 
systemic processes, increasing student achievement (Bloom et al., 2005; Killion, 2002; Reiss, 
2007).  
According to Smylie and Corcoran (2006), though impactful on campuses, external 
coaches vary in their ability to help. With a myriad of internal and external factors, their work 
could bolster or impede the improvement process and, in turn, dismantle the very system they 
aim to support and provide to a campus (Datnow & Honig, 2008).  The external support provided 
by the coach is impacted by the interactions with teachers, administrators, district personnel, and 
others in complex ways that change throughout the duration of the relationship. Success is not 
just dependent on the coaches themselves but on all with whom they engage and work with 
(Datnow, Hubbard, & Mehan, 2002; Honig, 2004).  
“Limited qualitative research exists on how coaches actually leverage their knowledge, 
skills, and experience to build the capacity of principals to lead systematic instructional 
improvements and turn around underperforming schools” (Meddaugh, 2014, p. 149).  Studies 
specifically aimed at investigating the role of external coaches to improve schools are a rare and 
underdeveloped body of knowledge (King & Bouchard, 2011; Mayer et al., 2013). The 
complexities of how external coaches operate, the impact of their work, and the conditions that 
help or hinder them in their efforts has only just begun to be tapped (Datnow & Honig, 2008).  
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Purpose of the Study 
The focus of this research extends beyond instructional leadership by bringing the role of 
external coach and principal into full light by understanding the organizational, political, 
institutional, and other factors that shape the work of principal coaching on low-performing 
campuses.  According to Datnow and Honig (2008), as a coherent system for supporting 
principals and impacting systemic and sustained change, it is important to discover how the work 
of external coaches is organized, the collaboration techniques used with principals, and the 
barriers and facilitators of producing changes in teaching and learning.  These factors exemplify 
the direct connection between the goal of this study, examining the role of the external or PSP 
coach within the context of improving school achievement through principal and campus 
capacity building.  Through the analysis of information obtained from the perceptions of campus 
principals and PSPs at IR campuses, this research will examine the factors that impact school 
improvement as identified through the Texas Accountability Intervention System’s (TAIS) 
critical success factors (CSF) model.  
Research Questions 
This research study will be guided by the following research questions: 
1. How and in what ways do principal and PSP relationships impact school-wide 
capacity building? 
 
2. Given the principal-PSP relationship, to what extent was student achievement 
impacted. 
 
Overview of Methodology 
 
 The study will be a multiple-case study of elementary principals and PSPs working 
together at IR campuses in Texas.  The researcher will use a grounded theory approach to 
examine the implementation of the TAIS’s PSP model for building leadership capacity (Glaser & 
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Strauss, 1967). Data from semi-structured interviews with three separate principal-PSP pairs will 
be suitable for the grounded theory approach and “understanding the action in a substantive area 
from the point of view of the actors involved” (Glaser, 1998, p. 115).  The study’s intent will be 
to move beyond a description of a phenomenon as part of the generation of a theory of actions 
that may be revealed through the constant comparative analysis of data provided by the very 
individuals experiencing the phenomenon (Creswell, 2007). 
 Case study design is appropriate and concerned with human experiences that are 
specifically derived from the people participating in the study (Creswell, 2003). According to 
Creswell (2007), case study allows for the exploration of a case or phenomenon bound by time 
and activity. Principal-PSP pairs in the same district will offer data for the exploration of the 
phenomenon of principal coaching through the lens of external support systems. Stakeholders 
can offer descriptive accounts about how specific PSP practices affect capacity building in 
principals of IR campuses (Stake, 2006). 
 Participants for this study will be selected through purposeful sampling and will have 
been engaged in the TAIS PSP model on IR campuses (Merriam, 2009). Additional data sources 
to the semi-structured interviews will include field notes and accountability documents.  
Constant comparative analysis of all qualitative data will be performed and open, axial, and 
selective coding processes will inform final analysis of the results (Mertens, 2005; Miles & 
Huberman, 1994; Morse & Richards, 2002; Patton, 2002).  
Definition of Terms 
Capacity. A leader’s knowledge, skills, behaviors, and time needed to manage and 
facilitate productive change. 
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Coaching. A core process defined as a collaborative relationship between the coach and 
coached with the intent of reaching professional or personal development outcomes.  
Critical success factors. CSFs are foundational elements that are part of the TAIS 
framework that serve to guide the school improvement planning process for continuous 
improvement, these factors result in accelerated school achievement and are grounded in school 
improvement research.   
Effective schools. body of knowledge focused on identifying schools with high 
populations of students from poverty where all students are performing at a higher than expected 
level has been labeled the Effective School Research.  
External coaches. individuals working with principals and teachers to develop school 
capacity to improve student instruction and enhance student learning. 
External organization. organizations sought out by districts or campuses to assist in 
district-wide teaching and learning efforts. Focused on bringing a host of new knowledge-based, 
social, fiscal, and other resources beyond what schools and districts would be able to do on their 
own. 
Improvement required. Texas campuses that fail to meet state standard are identified as 
IR due to performance concerns for meeting accountability monitoring intervention goals. These 
campuses and districts must engage in improvement planning and continuous monitoring 
through the TAIS.  
Instructional leadership. various strategies principals pursue to support and encourage 
high-quality teaching practices which, in turn, have a direct impact on student outcomes.  
Leadership coaching. confidential and purposeful professional relationship designed to 
build leadership capacity and facilitate a leader in attaining breakthroughs and accomplishing 
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significant goals. A client-focused, client-driven, solution-focused/result-oriented, job-embedded 
professional development, which offers campus leaders the opportunity for non-judgmental 
customized support from a strategic thinking partner.  
Learning support intermediary. function to mediate or manage change in at least two 
parties, operating between the top and bottom of the implementing system they bridge policy and 
practice and bring additional tools and resources to help build on school strengths.  
Mentoring. A process in which a more skilled or experienced person, serving as a role 
model teaches, sponsors, encourages, counsels, and befriends a less skilled or less experienced 
person by promoting their professional and/or personal development. 
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. NCLB was the reauthorization of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act [ESEA] of 1965 signed into law in January of 2002 by President 
George W. Bush. NCLB required states to set standards for student performance and teacher 
quality, establishing accountability for results. 
Professional service providers. PSPs are external liaisons in Texas that work with IR 
campuses to provide technical assistance, principal coaching, and campus-wide support to 
directly impact accountability. 
Texas Accountability Intervention System. TAIS is a continuous improvement model 
for IR campuses in Texas that is focused on data analysis, needs assessments, and the 
development, implementation, and monitoring of a plan targeted to address low performing 
areas.  
Undereducation. U.S. Department of Education (2011) reported that far too many 
students are still not getting access to the kinds of classes, resources, and opportunities they need 
to be successful and are, therefore, undereducated. 
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Limitations 
According to Gall, Gall, and Borg (2003), one of the main limitations of qualitative 
research inquiry is the transferability and generalizability of findings to other cases. This 
particular study will include only principal-PSP pairs found on IR elementary campuses. Thus, it 
will be difficult to generalize the phenomenon, causal conditions, strategies, conditions and 
context, and consequences to all campus principals participating in the TAIS process with PSPs 
(Creswell, 2007). 
Another limitation will be the potential for selective recall by study participants, as 
principals and PSPs will be interviewed after their participation in the TAIS improvement 
process. The participants may recall only specific events, experiences, or perceptions that could 
have been subject to memory alteration over time. The other specific concern with feedback on 
experiences from principals and PSPs involves the limitation of relying exclusively on 
individuals’ perceptions. As perceptions of a personal experience could have subjectivity, the 
accounting of facts could limit accuracy in the interpretation of the data  
Delimitations 
 The delimitations used by the researcher in this study will be bound by the desire to gain 
a deeper understanding of the relationship between IR campus principals and PSPs within the 
context of capacity building. Therefore, this study will focus solely on elementary principals of 
schools designated as IR by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) due to these schools not 
meeting the state’s academic performance standards. The campuses that these principals oversee 
will have been relegated to undergo the continuous improvement TAIS process with a designated 
PSP providing support and guidance.  
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Assumptions 
 This case study will proceed based on three assumptions. First, the participants in the 
study will provide honest and accurate feedback in their interviews regarding the experiences 
working in the TAIS improvement model. Second, the PSPs implement the TAIS framework 
with fidelity and utilize the CSFs to support leadership development. Finally, in regard to 
developing school building capacity, the principal will be recognized as critical to improving 
academic achievement at the IR school.  
Significance 
This study may provide valuable insight into how external support providers, PSPs, work 
together with campus principals and school staffs in the implementation of teaching and learning 
improvement initiatives under the pressures of high stakes accountability. By examining 
principal and PSP perceptions and experiences working together, a transition can be made in 
schools from dialogue and learning into action and implementation (Ellinger, Watkins, & 
Bostrom, 1999). The findings of this study may shed light on the symbiotic relationship that can 
occur, creating a value-add atmosphere for the entire campus through improved and sustainable 
systems (Mayer et al., 2013).  All stakeholders involved in the school turnaround process can 
benefit from this body of work as an opportunity to cultivate and equip novice and veteran 
principals for the challenges of school reform (James-Ward, 2011).  Findings from the study of 
PSPs entry plans and their effectiveness working with principals can be utilized to train and 
provide continuous learning to the entire PSP network to further support the schools they serve 
throughout the state.  Understanding that the pairing of the PSP and principal is considered 
critical to IR turnaround, districts can use the data found here to reflect and provide a system to 
improve the selection and placement process of PSPs on high needs campuses.   
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Finally, the results of this study can further the much-needed research regarding how to 
“strengthen the capacity of district systems to realize ambitious teaching and learning 
improvement goals for all students” (Datnow & Honig, 2008, p. 323).  This study expands the 
knowledge of the work of the external coaching model for principals and districts alike, and 
informs the field about how to build the capacity of the campus principal and support the 
infrastructure of school improvement. This study may offer new thinking into understanding the 
complex nature of school reform through the instructional leadership lens within the context of 
identifying gaps and critical points within the coaching model to uncover the driving and 
restraining forces of the accountability support system.  
Summary 
Education is at a point where schools are falling into the category of “improvement 
required” at a significant pace. As more schools find themselves in academic turmoil, more has 
to be done to successfully assist those school leaders. As the TAIS model is the external 
coaching model used in Texas, future research focusing on the experiences of the individual 
principal and PSPs may allow the external coaching model to be further developed. Looking 
through the lens of the principal and the PSP, an alternative view to capacity building can be 
broached to support leaders as they navigate campuses to improve accountability and overall 
student achievement. The remaining chapters provide a review of the literature, the methods used 
for completing the multiple case study, the findings, and the discussion and conclusion of the 
study.  
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The focus of this research extends beyond instructional leadership by bringing the role of 
external coach and principal into full light by understanding the organizational, political, 
institutional, and other factors that shape the work of principal coaching on low-performing 
campuses.  Through the analysis of information obtained from the perceptions of campus 
principals and professional service providers (PSP) at improvement required (IR) campuses, this 
research will examine the factors that impact school improvement as identified through the 
Texas Accountability Intervention System’s (TAIS) critical success factors (CSF) model.  This 
chapter contains the review of the literature involving capacity building and principal leadership 
and associated barriers and facilitators of success. A comprehensive examination of the 
leadership coaching and the literature addressing leadership coaching for school accountability 
rounds out this chapter. 
Building School Capacity and the Need for Principal Leadership 
The Texas Education Agency reports that one out of every two campuses that fails to 
meet state accountability standards will continue to fail once state intervention system is reached 
(TEA Turnaround Framework, 2011). Current achievement inequalities across student groups 
reveal that reformers and policymakers are still missing the mark when it comes to what is best 
to achieve success for all students (King & Bouchard, 2011). Focusing on improving teaching 
and learning with innovative curricula, reformers assume that wide spread implementation will 
“just happen” one school at a time (Leithwood et al., 2004). Reforms become, to a large degree, 
about something other than public education and lack an overall awareness to promoting 
organizational learning and building a school’s capacity (Apple, 2006). 
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Considerable attention must be given to organizational capacity in schools that find 
themselves with exacerbated achievement gaps (Chenowith, 2007). “The chance of any reform 
improving student learning is remote unless district and school leaders agree with its purposes 
and appreciate what is required to make it work” (Leithwood et al., 2004, p. 4). High-performing 
campuses understand the importance of building capacity and creating a culture of shared values, 
beliefs, and expectations focused on student learning and achievement (Peterson, 2002; Platt et 
al., 2008). Through inquiry, collaboration, and feedback, a community of learners can work to 
sustain a focus on students and professional growth (Lieberman, 1995; McLaughlin & Talbert, 
2001).  Principals must understand that their role is to increase organizational capacity by 
sharing leadership throughout the school community with a common vision and cultivated trust, 
and that success is only achieved through the ability to leverage human capital (Apple, 2006).  
Framework for School Capacity 
As depicted in Figure 1, student achievement is affected most directly by instructional 
quality which, in turn, is influenced by school capacity. Figure 1 then expands to include the five 
dimensions of school capacity that each has the potential to affect one or more of the other 
dimensions.  Professional development, at the base of the figure, is the foundational piece to 
contribute expertise to each of the five dimensions (Youngs & King, 2002).  Based on a 
synthesis of prior research on school reform and educational change, the framework for school 
capacity that this review is organized around will focus on the direct and indirect relationship 
between principal leadership and overall student achievement (King & Bouchard, 2011). 
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Figure 1. School Capacity Framework (Youngs & King, 2002). 
Five dimensions of school capacity. Teachers’ knowledge, skills, and dispositions are 
paramount when accounting for a school’s capacity (Youngs & King, 2002). Professional 
competence in instruction, pedagogy, and assessment is necessary for effective classroom 
practices centered on high expectations.  “The influence of individual teachers’ knowledge, 
skills, and dispositions on student achievement is well recognized in the literature regarding 
teacher education and professional development” (King & Bouchard, 2011, p. 655). 
 Professional community affects school capacity as it focuses on shared goals for student 
learning and a collective responsibility to attain them.  Collaboration and inquiry also represent 
organizational coherence as campus staff are allowed opportunities to exert influence over 
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initiatives, policies, and the overall school community (Youngs & King, 2002). Working 
together to provide alternative solutions to success, schools that have shown more developed 
professional communities are associated with higher student achievement (Lee & Smith, 1996; 
Louis & Marks, 1998).  
 The third dimension of school capacity, program coherence, is often referred to as 
organizational integration, as it factors in the extent to which programs are assimilated and 
sustained into school culture over time. Often times, schools initiate a multitude of unrelated 
programs that are void of clear learning goals. Leading to uncoordinated efforts, school 
programming can become fragmented and, in turn, weaken overall achievement (Smith, 2007).   
 Technical resources are the curricula and instructional materials that bolster student 
achievement. School capacity can be enhanced by reform efforts to provide opportunities for 
increased technology and higher quality physical facilities on campuses (Gamoran et al., 2000). 
Enhancing the quality of literature students are exposed to and a concerted effort to reform 
academic standards and assessments can positively and directly increase student achievement 
(Corcoran & Goertz, 1995; O’Day et al., 1995).  
 Principal leadership is the final dimension to affect the school capacity framework. 
Through collaboration with teacher leaders and staff, principals can have a direct effect on 
building capacity in others (Crowther et al., 2002). Particularly in schools serving low socio-
economic students at higher risks for failure, high quality principal leadership is critical 
(Scheerens & Bosker, 1997).  “Principals can enhance teachers’ knowledge, skills, and 
dispositions and other aspects of school capacity by connecting teachers to external expertise, by 
creating internal structures, and by establishing trusting relationships with school staff” (Youngs 
& King, 2002, p. 647).  Rounding out the dimensions, principal leadership can only succeed 
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when the principal brings others into the organization in a shared, collaborative way (Leithwood 
et al., 2004). 
 In revisiting all five dimensions of the capacity framework, all are interactive and have 
the potential to affect one another in positive or negative ways. Teachers with exceptional 
pedagogical and curricular skills could impact the professional community by leading teams of 
teachers to develop cross-curricular lessons.  On the other hand, a fragmented program could 
severely weaken goals established for students through the learning community. Each dimension 
has the potential to affect at least one or more of its counterparts. However, principal leadership 
has the capacity to affect all of the dimensions and can be a critical force in a positive or negative 
way, depending on leadership quality (Newman et al., 2000).  
The role of professional development in building school capacity. In Figure 2.1, 
professional development is necessary in order to develop any dimensions of the school capacity 
framework. Each of the five dimensions can be directly impacted, in isolation or as a coherent 
unit, by professional development (Youngs & King, 2002). The challenge to bring about 
improvements to the overall quality and nature of programming would be met by targeting the 
dimension that in essence has the most “capacity” to bring about change in the others. Since 
principal leadership is the only dimension to directly affect all of the other four, a reasonable 
case could be made to focus more on that dimension.  This statement is in line with “prior 
research indicating that even while principals may lack full control over their schools, they 
appear to have impressive influence over the extent to which professional development addresses 
all aspects of capacity” (Newmann et al., 2000, p. 283).  
 A wide array of professional development is provided to teachers and other campus staff; 
however, principals are not afforded the same opportunities due to a lack of awareness and 
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availability (Bossi, 2007). According to Bossi (2007), the trainings that are available are not 
tailored to meet the individual needs of novice and veteran principals.  Realizing that the average 
school experiences changes in principals every three to four years, creating potential harm to 
student achievement due to the turnover, professional development must creatively work to build 
leader capacity (Mitgang et al., 2012).  Understanding the enormous weight principal leadership 
carries to orchestrate change and distributed leadership, how is a system created to build the 
capacity of the principal and the infrastructure of school improvement within the urgency and 
demands of the position (Mintrop & Sunderman, 2009)?   
Barriers to Building Capacity in Principals 
Based on a six-year study conducted by Seashore-Louis et al. (2010), leadership has the 
second greatest impact among all school-related factors as an influence on learning. “To date we 
have not found a single case of a school improving its student achievement record in the absence 
of talented leadership” (Seashore-Louis et al., 2010, p. 9). The leader sets the tone to impact 
teacher quality and is the key developer of organizational talent (Darling-Hammond et al., 2007).   
School organizations mirror the actions and improvement efforts of their leaders and “effective” 
or  “successful” leadership is paramount to school reform (Mitgang et al., 2012). Understanding 
the role of the principal as critical to increased student achievement and sustained success, what 
are the barriers that prevent this from occurring, especially on campuses that have the greatest 
challenges?  
Bureaucratic Nature of the Principalship 
 A principal’s leadership responsibilities have historically mirrored the conventional, 
bureaucratic nature of school and district organizations (King & Bouchard, 2011). Focusing on 
administrative matters over instructional ones, principals see themselves as middle managers, 
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translating policy from the district office to the classroom. Little has changed in the almost thirty 
years following Cuban’s (1988) concerns over the nature of the principalship as the managerial 
and political aspects dominated daily tasks forcing instructional focus to fall to the wayside. The 
bureaucratic nature of school systems, focused on compliance-based approaches has limited the 
creativity, freedom, and initiative of the campus principal (Murphy & Meyers, 2008).  
 “Standard operating procedures, hierarchy, rigid structures, and adherence to well-
established work routines do not serve firms well in addressing problems, tending to reinforce 
the status quo and pigeonhole challenges into compliance efforts that do little to disturb 
conditions which helped create the problems in the first place” (King & Bouchard, 2011, p. 657). 
Hampering school turnaround efforts, the bureaucracy that principals are forced to navigate 
make it difficult to cultivate an atmosphere that promotes capacity building and distributed 
leadership (Bryk et al., 2010). Creating a learning community for all, principals must look past 
the traditional, top-down approaches to leadership and collaboratively search for novel solutions 
to campus improvement efforts (Clegg et al., 2005). 
 The urgency of budgets, administrative, and day-to-day issues on campuses often keep 
principals from focusing on the critical instructional issues faced by low-performing campuses 
(Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis, 2010). Principals want to be the “instructional leaders” they know 
they need to be but find themselves constrained by time and the complex nature of the job 
(Jacobson, 2010). However, as principals search for creative ways to address instruction and 
optimize conditions for learning, they must capitalize on building the capacity of teachers (Gronn 
& Hamilton, 2004; Spillane et al., 2007). 
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Pressures of the Principalship 
 In the post NCLB (2002) era, campus leaders have found themselves struggling to find 
solutions to narrowing the achievement gap (Meddaugh, 2014).  Already immersed in a job with 
challenging work conditions, the addition of high-stakes testing has added a compounded layer 
of pressure. Facing public scrutiny from local, state, and federal entities, principals are left 
managing an organization in need of immediate turnaround (Houle, 2006).  According to Senge 
(1990), the dynamic and detailed complexity of being a school principal, coupled with a lack of 
professional resources available to them, leads to feelings of professional incompetence. 
Failing to meet the achievement mark, principals at low performing campuses carry the 
stress of school restructuring, reassignment, or job loss altogether. Darling-Hammond (2010) and 
Mitgang et. al (2012) cite principal turnover reaching crisis proportions. Viewed as an 
unattractive career choice, the principalship has seen an increase of vacancies, as current 
incumbents near retirement (Hansford & Ehrich, 2006). These conditions have set the stage for 
novice principals, as they find themselves beginning their careers at ineffective schools with little 
to no knowledge of how to transform the campus and with limited district support (Beteille et al., 
2012; Houle, 2006; Mitgang et al., 2012; Weingartner, 2009).  
Lashway (2003) cites the principalship as encompassing too many responsibilities for the 
compensation received. Principals are under immense stress as they tackle the demands of 
diverse constituents, a fast-paced atmosphere, feelings of inadequacy, and the isolated nature of 
the role. “The principalship is not a sought after goal for many educators, as the job has become 
tangled and difficult. It involves long hours, late nights, and lots of conflicting demands from 
various stakeholders” (Hickcox, 2002, p. 2).  As principals navigate these challenging conditions 
and the bombardment of decision-making they face on a daily basis, it is clear to see how 
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developing capacity in self and others would be easily pushed to the wayside (Mullen & Cairns, 
2001). Principals need pathways for growth and support if they are expected to carry the weight 
of the campus on their shoulders.  
Lack of Principal Support 
 Serious consideration must be given to the role principals play in initiating, establishing 
and sustaining capacity building (Leithwood et al., 2009). Though pushed to increase their 
schools’ organizational capacity by engaging all constituents, how do we know principals are 
capable of such a task (Huggins et al. 2017)? Principals may not be willing or able to foster 
leadership capacity building in others (Torrance, 2013).  Highly skilled leaders are not born, and 
do not emerge from school administration programs ready and prepared to lead others (Lashway, 
2003). Principals lack training and the experience it takes to transform low-performing campuses 
into high-functioning learning organizations (Meddaugh, 2014).  
The principalship is often times seen as a “sink or swim” profession, with little support or 
guidance (Lashway, 2003). Trying to decipher textbook from the real world, the principalship 
requires skill acquisition and ongoing support from a knowledgeable, reliable source (Zachary, 
2005). Unfortunately, research has historically shown that mentoring and on-the-job training for 
principals has not been a high priority (Mendels & Mitgang, 2013, p. 24).   With a lack of 
professional development and coaching opportunities for novice and experienced principals 
alike, the challenge to build organizational capacity is eminent (Dimmock, 2012). 
Another challenge that principals face as they work to build leadership capabilities in 
others is the challenge of  “when to let go” of responsibilities and tasks. Especially at low-
performing campuses, with high stakes accountability pressures, principals require a guide to 
find balance between nurturing leadership and remaining invested in the process (Huggins et al., 
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2017)?  Though shared leadership is encouraged, principals lack guidance on when it is or is not 
an area that can be tasked out to teacher leaders. If principals have not had the opportunity to 
work with coaches that developed their own capacity through on-the-job professional 
development, how do they have the mental mindset to do the same with their own staff 
(Leithwood et al., 2008)? Principals must be afforded the same opportunity teachers are to 
develop their skill set to foster their own personal capacity (Dimmock, 2012).  
Leadership Coaching 
Reviewing the school capacity framework, outlined in Figure 1, each of the five 
dimensions of building capacity is directly affected by professional development (Youngs & 
King, 2002). Specifically addressing the principal leadership dimension, professional 
development is a critical component to improve the overall quality of organizational capacity 
(Newmann et al., 2000).  “Widespread support can be found in the literature for the notion of 
principal as both individual and organizational capacity builders” (Huggins et al., 2017). 
Principals are tasked with directly building the leadership capacity of those around them, yet 
scant research exists on building the personal capacity of the individual principal (Mitchell & 
Sackney, 2001). A critical need exists for principals to experience real-life, job-embedded, 
continuous, and instructionally centered professional development (James-Ward, 2011). 
Leadership coaching has emerged as a professional development training model to provide that 
“just in time” support to cultivate and equip novice and veteran principals for the challenges they 
face (Lubinsky, 2002).  Gaining traction as a nontraditional approach to professional 
development, leadership coaching for principals provides opportunities to build organizational 
capacity by creating and sustaining systemic processes that will lead to increased student 
achievement (Bloom et al., 2005; Killion, 2002; Reiss, 2007). 
  
  25 
 
Leadership Coaching Fundamentals  
District wide improvement efforts for campus principals fundamentally demand that they 
learn to “manage ambiguity” (Honig, 2001). Supports for learning-on-the-job are often few and 
far between and leaders find themselves “learning to lead what they don’t yet know” (Swinerton. 
2006). According to Hamlin, Ellinger, and Beattie (2008), “coaching is a core process defined as 
a collaborative relationship between coach and coachee with the intent of reaching professional 
or personal development outcomes” (p. 288).  Used as a tool to develop skills in employees, 
provide systematic feedback, and link individual effectiveness with organizational performance, 
coaching requires purposeful design (Mayer et al., 2013). 
According to Pardini (2003), “when it comes to leadership development, school 
administrators, unlike their peers in the corporate world, don’t get much in the way of help or 
support, and can reap huge benefits from coaching” (p. 10).  Leadership coaching provides 
principals opportunities for ongoing renewal to provide an alternative system of support that 
meets the needs of the 21st century administrator (Meddaugh, 2014).  Robertson (2008) cites that 
leadership coaching as a form of professional development provides the essential components in 
which “praxis and transformative practice are the desired outcomes” (p. 16).  
 The primary purposes of a leadership coach are to “(1) expand an individual’s or group’s 
capacity to obtain desired results and (2) to facilitate individual or organizational development” 
(Wise & Hammack, 2011, p. 454). With an end result to enhance student achievement, principal 
coaching must focus on the practices of successful teaching and learning (Knight, 2009; 
Leithwood & Wahlstrom, 2008; Marzano et al., 2005; Reeves, 2009; Reeves & Ellison, 2009).  
Leadership coaching in education is a confidential and purposeful relationship specifically 
designed to assist the coachee in attaining breakthroughs, accomplishing goals, and building 
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leadership capacity (SIRC, 2009a). Coaches can provide job-embedded, practical and timely 
opportunities for relevant learning by providing a direct connection to practical knowledge 
(Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2006; Fullan, 2008; Novak et al., 2010; Smith, 2007; Stein & 
Gewirtzman, 2003). Principals and coaches must be thoughtfully paired to truly impact 
instructional leadership capacity and districts may need to look beyond their interior walls for 
such a pairing (Warren & Kelsen, 2013). 
External Coaching  
Over the past few decades, school reformers have sought out and employed an external, 
school-based coach to initiate change and promote increased academic achievement (Elmore & 
Burney, 1997; Neufield & Roper, 2002). Honig and Ikemoto (2008) found that when external 
coaches are given the responsibility of being the main conduit in the reform process, they are 
positioned to be integral to the organizational change process. A growing number of studies in 
Canada, the United States, and England have shown that the use of external coaches has been 
instrumental in bringing about effective change in schools (Fullan et al., 2004). Acting as a 
liaison between district and campus personnel, external coaches are allowed to cross the insider-
outsider boundary as they build trust with all stakeholders (Mayer et al., 2013). 
External coaches are integral to the reform model, as they represent an outside 
perspective to schools, acting as intermediaries to bridge policy and practice (McLaughlin, 
2006). By disseminating organizational knowledge to various stakeholders, coaches are critical 
in growing and establishing connections between prior knowledge and new knowledge (Espedal, 
2005).  With high turnover rates at low performing campuses, external coaches are pivotal in 
providing “consistency and institutional memory in the face of teacher and leadership turnover” 
(Mayer et al., 2013, p. 339).  
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Research on educational leadership has recently turned its attention to “external actors 
participating in increasingly central educational leadership roles” and has shown these actors as 
pivotal in attaining ambitious improvement goals (Honig, 2009, p. 411).  Specifically used in 
underperforming schools, external leadership coaches have the ability to maximize the strengths 
of the entire staff that can lead to increased student performance (Meddaugh, 2014).  
External Coaching in Practice: Historical Model 
Though scant research exists on external coaching models in practice, one notable study 
goes as far back as 1978 as one of the most widely publicized school improvement efforts. 
Occurring between August of 1978 and February of 1981, Ron Edmonds, newly named chief 
instructional officer of the New York City public schools commissioned the New York City 
School Improvement Project (SIP). Engineering a program of interventions predicated 
exclusively around the following institutional effective characteristics: style of leadership and 
instructional emphasis in the building, school climate, implied expectations, and measuring pupil 
progress, Edmonds utilized an external coach model to execute the program (Edmonds, 1981). 
With a design and implementation model for student success, the program was created with the 
hopes to “improve the school systems basic approach to teaching and learning” (Edmonds, 1982, 
p. 6).  
Edmonds first set out to recruit and train fifteen external coaches in the research of 
effective schools including: the five effective institutional characteristics, the use of evaluative 
instrumentation, and coaching procedures for working with specific campuses. Schools, all of 
which volunteered for participation in the program, had one full time coach in the first year.  In 
the second year, the coach was assigned to two individual campuses (Edmonds, 1982). 
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Coaches first assembled a campus committee of principals, teachers, and parents to 
review and approve all SIP sponsored projects.  In order to get a gauge of strengths and areas of 
growth in regards to the five effective school characteristics, a needs assessment of the school 
was conducted using classroom observations and staff interviews. Based on the results of the 
needs assessment, a plan was developed jointly by the coach and the school-based committee to 
target the services that needed to be provided and in what specific areas. “Typical interventions 
included teaching principals the elements of instructional leadership; seminars to improve 
teachers’ use of achievement data as a basis for program evaluation; and developing and 
disseminating written descriptions of the school’s major focus” (Edmonds, 1982, p. 7). Annually 
evaluated on measures of institutional, organizational change, and measured pupil performance 
on standardized achievement tests, the SIP data showed an annual increase of students 
demonstrating academic mastery (Edmonds, 1982). 
Leadership Coaching Model in Texas 
Accountability in Texas  
Education became a primary focus of newly elected President George W. Bush as he 
reauthorized the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act, also known as No Child Left 
Behind [NCLB] of 2002.   Federal law now dictated high stakes testing and clear policy on 
accountability, which included rewards and sanctions for individual states, districts, and schools 
(Vasquez Heilig, Young and Williams, 2012).  NCLB required states to develop content 
standards in reading and mathematics for grades three through eight, with subsequent 
assessments to follow. Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) was also identified for each individual 
state based on disaggregated test result data for all students and subgroups based on 
  
  29 
 
race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status, English language proficiency, and disability (Jackson and 
Lunenburg, 2010).  
While NCLB allowed for rewards if test scores were high or showed improvement, 
individual schools that failed to meet AYP on a yearly basis faced harsh penalties. These 
penalties increased as schools failed to meet AYP over consecutive, concurrent years (US 
Department of Education, 2002b). Texas implemented a plan, complete with a standardized 
assessment that fell in line with NCLB’s expectations.  
Years later, during the 2009 legislative session, Texas House Bill 3 was passed and then 
tweaked in 2011 charging the “Texas Education Agency (TEA) with developing a new 
accountability system that overhauls the state’s standards and assessments, incorporates new 
measures of college and career readiness among the system’s performance indicators, and 
revamps the state’s accountability requirements and structure” (Reed et al., 2012, p. 89).  Texas 
prepared to transition to its fifth assessment program since 1979.  Working to keep pace with the 
growing national consensus to provide an aligned K-16 educational program that focused on 
fewer but more in depth skills, TEA unveiled the State of Texas Assessments of Academic 
Readiness (STAAR) in 2011-2012 school year (Texas Education Agency, 2010).   STAAR 
represented the most rigorous assessment the state had seen to date, with reading questions on a 
higher cognitive complexity level with embedded critical analysis and content area questions that 
allowed for more integrated and authentic assessment with process skills assessed in context 
(Texas Education Agency, 2010). With STAAR came a new state accountability rating system in 
the fall of 2013. Based on a four-performance area index, campuses and districts received an 
overall rating of either Met Standard or Improvement Required (IR).  
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Figure 2. Four Performance Area Index for Campuses and Districts by TEA (2013). 
To receive a Met Standard rating, the campus or district had to meet performance targets 
on all indexes for which they had data. Index One specifically focused on overall student 
performance for each of the following subjects: reading, math, writing, science, and social 
studies. Index Two shifted attention to student growth, independent of overall achievement levels 
for each race/ethnicity group, special education, and English language learners. Students were 
given point assignments if they met or exceeded their growth expectation level.  Closing 
performance gaps was Index Three’s focus. It looked at the met and advanced passing rates for 
economically disadvantaged students, and based on the previous year’s data, the two lowest 
performing race/ethnicity student groups for the campus.  Finally, Index Four honed in on 
postsecondary readiness by gathering the percentage of students that met advanced level on two 
or more tests in that administration year (Texas Education Agency, 2010).   
When data was reviewed and campuses failed to meet standard in the spring of 2013, 
Texas was faced with its first round of IR campuses and districts. The Texas Education Agency 
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Division of School Improvement was charged by Texas Education Code (TEC), Chapter 39, 
Subchapter E, to identify campuses and districts with “performance concerns for accountability 
monitoring intervention activities” (Texas Education Agency, 2013). Once identified, IR districts 
and campuses had a litany of intervention activities as they had failed to meet the new state 
accountability system. Texas quickly came up with a systematic approach to aid these campuses. 
Known as the Texas Accountability Intervention System (TAIS), campus leadership teams 
failing to meet the mark were now forced to execute data analysis, needs assessments, and 
development, implementation, and monitoring of a plan for continuous improvement.  Plans 
specifically targeted and addressed the low performance of subpopulations as identified by the 
system safeguards. As the TAIS system descended upon those in need of support, school 
improvement in Texas officially had a new name and model (Texas Education Agency, 2013). 
Texas Accountability Intervention System Framework 
TAIS “is designed to establish the foundational systems, actions, and processes to support 
the continuous improvement of Texas’ local education agencies (LEAs) and campuses” (TAIS 
Guidebook, 2016, p. 1). Now that IR campuses and districts were labeled for public viewing, the 
TAIS framework sought to move beyond mere classification of campuses, and hoped to provide 
differentiated support, based on individual campus or district need.  Relying on a synthesis of 
decades of school improvement research founded in the work of Edmonds, Lezotte, and others, 
the TAIS Framework identified seven critical success factors (CSFs) that, when fully 
implemented, resulted in accelerated school achievement when coupled with district 
commitments and support systems (TAIS Guidebook, 2016).    
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Figure 3. Critical Success Factors Model (TAIS Guidebook, 2016). 
District commitments and support systems. Creating the outer rung of the TAIS model 
were external supports, known as district commitments, which were critical to the success of 
sustainable change.  Operational flexibility, clear vision and focus, sense of urgency, high 
expectations, along with district-wide ownership and accountability were the five factors that 
must be bridged for the campus and district office to align their efforts. The TAIS model 
provides for campus support in implementing the district commitments with the role of the 
assigned District Coordinator of School Improvement (DCSI).  This district-level leader should 
be in a position of school improvement or curriculum and instruction and is responsible for 
overseeing the implementation of all district-level commitments at campuses with low 
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performance. DCSI liaisons play a critical role in implementing and ensuring that the district 
commitments of the TAIS framework are followed with fidelity.   
In response to the identified critical needs of the IR campus, the district must support 
operational flexibility by allowing the campus to shift necessary curricular and financial 
resources and practices in order to meet the high demands of school improvement under a clear 
and compelled sense of urgency (Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis, 2010). As the overseer for change, 
the district must assist the IR campus in its lone pursuit of increased student achievement by 
maintaining a clear vision and focus, paired with high expectations that permeate from the 
district office to campus daily operations (Kouzes & Posner, 2007). The IR campus should not 
feel blame from the district but, in fact, support from all of the district critical stakeholders 
(Zavadsky, 2012). This support must reflect transparency and the belief that they accept some of 
the responsibility for the current level of campus performance and IR status.  
 Moving inward, the next rung of support in the TAIS model includes the following 
support systems: organizational structure, processes and procedures, communication, and 
capacity and resources. Under the organizational structure “district and campus leaders eliminate 
barriers to improvement, redefine staff roles and responsibilities as necessary, and empower staff 
to be responsive in support of improvement” (TAIS Guidebook, 2016 and Dufour & Marzano, 
2011). It is important to shift the staff’s mindset of burden of blame toward necessary 
improvement. Systemic processes and procedures must be implemented throughout the district 
and campus with clear internal and external communication and a streamlined vision for student 
success (Kouzes and Posner, 2007). Systemic processes and procedures must be implemented 
throughout the district and campus with clear internal and external communication and a 
streamlined vision for student success. Through careful recruitment, retention, and succession 
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planning the organization must utilize human capital and aligned resources (Hargreaves et al., 
2013). This rung relies heavily on finding everyone’s strengths and using them effectively.  
Critical success factors. The seven CSFs are found within the next rung of the TAIS 
model. Each of these factors represents foundational elements that serve to guide the school 
improvement planning process.  Grounded in research, each component has been proven to show 
that school-wide change initiatives are successful when all stakeholders develop and internalize 
the CSFs on their campus. By utilizing the CSFs, educators on a campus are given common 
language and understandings that can ground and support the work of school improvement 
(Gates & Watkins, 2010).   
 Academic Performance is the foundational CSF, as it is the sole reason for the 
intervention and continuous improvement process in the first place. Campus and district leaders 
must keep this CSF at the forefront of all school-wide decisions. While all CSFs are essential to 
sustained campus achievement, without seeing academic performance improve all other work is 
done in vain. Since increasing this CSF is the only way to lose the IR status, all of the other six 
CSFs must work in conjunction to support this component. 
 Increasing the Use of Quality Data to Drive Instruction is the next CSF to significantly 
impact academic performance. Similar to Webers’ (1971) “evaluation of pupil progress” and 
Edmonds’ (1981) “measuring pupil progress”, the CSF centered on data driven decision making 
notes the distinction between merely calculating the amount of data utilized and focuses in on 
how the actual data is being used  (Hamilton et al, 2009). Ongoing communication of the data to 
all stakeholders, especially students, provides the greatest opportunities to positively impact 
student achievement (PSP Guidebook, 2016).  
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 The third CSF, Leadership Effectiveness, concurs with earlier studies and is specifically 
set out to target supporting the improvement and ongoing developing of campus leaders. Campus 
instructional leadership, as noted earlier by Weber (1971), Lezotte (1979), and Edmonds (1981), 
can implement and bring about positive educational change. Second only to classroom 
instruction, school leadership is critical to successful turnaround efforts (Leithwood et al, 2004).  
As noted in the school capacity framework, Figure 1, principal leadership and effectiveness are 
critical to building school-wide organizational capacity (Youngs & King, 2002).  
 Increased Learning Time is also identified as a CSF. Synonymous with Lezotte’s (1979) 
student opportunities to learn, this CSF promotes not only increasing instructional time and 
enrichment activities, but also opportunities for teacher development and collaboration (TAIS 
Guidebook, 2016). Careful evaluation must be paid to not just increasing time, but specifically to 
insure the time is filled with truly engaging instructional minutes (Jez and Wassmer, 2011).  
 Calling for increased opportunities for input from parents and the community, the fifth 
CSF, Family and Community Engagement echoes Lezotte’s (1979) home school support systems 
(TAIS Guidebook, 2016). Shown to have a direct correlation to academic achievement, parent 
and community involvement allows students and their families to have increased opportunities to 
access community resources and services (Kaplan and Chan, 2011). Trends have shown that this 
CSF attributes to higher grades, increased attendance rates, and a greater opportunity for college 
and career readiness opportunities (Barton, 2003).  
 Clear and consistent high expectations fostered by an encouraging and welcoming 
climate can increase attendance rates and decrease disciplinary referrals (Scales and Leffert, 
1999). This idea, mirroring Edmonds’ institutional characteristic of school climate is the next 
CSF. School climate specifically contributes to the learning environment and is fundamental to 
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student achievement and teacher morale (Nomura, 1999). A positive climate is an intangible 
factor that can greatly impact sustained success. Schools must address climate issues if they want 
to ensure that reform strategies are withstanding, attributing to long term gains (TAIS 
Guidebook, 2016). 
Teacher Quality completes the CSF model and “focuses on the need to recruit and retain 
effective teachers while supporting and enhancing the knowledge and skills of current staff with 
job-embedded professional development” (TAIS Guidebook, 2016, p. 6). Decades of evidence-
based research have shown that teacher quality and increased student performance are clearly 
linked.  Since teacher quality is the CSF that immediately affects student learning, as noted in the 
school capacity framework, Figure 1, it must be addressed quickly and effectively (Youngs & 
King, 2002). With a clear focus on professional development and a quality teacher program, 
campuses can directly impact student-learning outcomes (Sanders & Rivers, 1996).  
  All seven of the CSFs work in tandem with the district commitments and support 
systems to reinforce the campus efforts of continuous improvement through the TAIS outcomes 
of accelerated achievement, sustainability, and system transformation. Though the TAIS 
framework is designed to provide campuses and districts with the tools necessary to effectively 
implement the change process, the system also provides additional external support staff to guide 
the campus leadership team. Understanding that the undertaking of school turnaround is no easy 
feat for a struggling campus and administrator, the TAIS process offers external personnel 
support to campuses to assist in understanding and implementing all aspects of the collaborative 
effort (TAIS Guidebook, 2016).  
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Professional Service Providers 
Though the TAIS process is research-based, and designed to be executed by IR campuses 
in a systematic fashion, the interventions themselves are not just a turn-key program.  With seven 
CSFs to analyze and implement to enact school turnaround, the external and internal pressures 
felt by struggling campuses can often leave them feeling helpless and without guidance on how 
to even begin implementing the TAIS framework. Though the DCSI is meant to support campus 
administrators from within the district, this may not be enough to achieve accelerated student 
achievement.  Professional Service Providers (PSPs) are experienced, quality educators that are 
tasked to serve as external support coaches meant to guide the campus principal and leadership 
team as they begin to navigate the process of creating sustainable transformation under the TAIS. 
The PSP role goes far beyond mere task analysis, as they are not only responsible for providing 
technical support in implementing the interventions. PSPs have the opportunity to build the 
capacity of campus and district leaders in order to understand and fully implement the 
continuous improvement model (PSP Job Description, 2015).  
In order for PSPs to systemically approach working with individual campuses on 
improving their current low performing status, they must be well versed in “current state policy 
and programs related to assessment, accountability, curriculum, and educator appraisal systems” 
(PSP Job Description, 2015, p. 1). They must be adept at best practices in respect to the CSFs 
and be able to incorporate their knowledge base into organizational structures and 
communication systems that bridge the collaborative work between the struggling campus and 
the district. Working together with the DCSI, the PSP must have a deep understanding of district 
fiscal, legal, and operational structures in order to leverage systems to remove unnecessary 
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barriers for campus success (PSP Job Description, 2015). Simply put, the PSP cannot allow 
logistical obstacles to interfere with the growth of the campus.  
Due to accountability’s requirement for rapid, effective change, the PSP must start at the 
top of the organization. In essence, principal coaching becomes the core responsibility of the 
PSP. Though they serve as the liaison for the campus and the Texas Center for District and 
School Support (TCDSS), Texas Education Agency (TEA), and local education service center 
(ESC), the PSPs role and responsibility to enact change starts with the change they are able to 
bring about and develop within the campus leader. With active listening, reflective questioning, 
and strong interpersonal skills, the PSP must have the skill set to “create an atmosphere of shared 
respect, trust, and confidentiality with campus and district personnel” (PSP Job Description, 
2015, p. 1).  Effective communication skills are fundamental, as PSPs engage campus and 
district leaders in critical questions surrounding low performing data and how to address root 
causes that will lead to collaborative solutions.  PSPs have the capacity to serve as change 
agents, motivators, and inspirational leaders, as they use their ability to help campuses see 
failures as learning opportunities and celebrate successes (PSP Job Description, 2015). 
PSP entry plans. Prior to the initial meeting with IR campus principals, PSPs must 
prepare for and know the background data of the campuses they will be spending the next two 
years, or more, with. By analyzing the most recent campus performance data, it is imperative to 
get a clear understanding of why the campus became low performing in the first place. Careful 
attention must also be paid to analyzing longitudinal data of the campus and district in order to 
identify trends. These trends can clearly inform and give a PSP a holistic look before they even 
step foot on campus (PSP Guidebook, 2016). With an explicit understanding of the data, the PSP 
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can enter the school with a road map toward achievement, but must work to garner buy in to 
bring the plan to fruition.  
By helping them first understand their role, PSPs are able to clearly establish expectations 
with the campus principal. Identifying the scope and purpose of the work to come will set the 
stage for common understandings and goal setting.  Building a relationship of trust with campus 
stakeholders and valuing the work of all staff at the onset will ease the transition of getting 
difficult agendas pushed through.   Preconceived notions should be eliminated before the first 
day and the norm should be set that working together as a team is the expectation. An established 
Campus Improvement Team (CIT), composed of principal, PSP, DCSI, teachers, and parents, 
will all work together to systematically approach implementing the CSFs, system supports, and 
district commitments (PSP Guidebook, 2016). 
Similar to the work of Edmonds (1981) and the NYC SIP, PSPs must first go about the 
work of conducting a valid needs assessment. Ensuring that campuses have effective methods for 
tracking qualitative and quantitative data, PSPs set out to support the campus principal in 
operationalizing the TAIS framework (PSP Guidebook, 2016). Identifying root causes of why 
gaps in achievement exist will uncover focused problem statements that can then lead to 
strategies and interventions that support the campus in achieving their annual goals. Creating a 
sense of urgency, the PSP must take the information garnered and share a clear picture of 
strengths and areas of growth with the entire CIT (PSP Guidebook, 2016). 
Improvement planning follows as the CIT works to specifically address the problem 
statements that the needs assessment uncovered. With the newly identified strategies, 
interventions, and goals, the PSP works with the campus principal to create a guiding document, 
known as the Targeted Improvement Plan (TIP), to be used throughout the entire turnaround 
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process. Focusing on the specific CSFs that require more support, the PSP campus visits become 
an opportunity for building the capacity of the principal. Similar to the SIP coaches in Edmonds’ 
(1982) schools, the PSP can specifically target and provide training in the areas of deficit for 
administration. Understanding that the role of the principal is critical, as identified in the CSF 
leadership effectiveness, the PSP must work in partnership by developing and implementing 
initiatives with fidelity.  In turn, the principal will work to build the capacity of the rest of the 
administrative team and staff in the identified areas of need (PSP Guidebook, 2016). 
Finally, as the year progresses, implementation and monitoring of the TIP goals become 
the focus of the work, as data checkpoints are established in all core areas. With each discussion, 
the PSP should require the campus team to not only identify areas of concern, but also to state 
leadership response and implementation of strategic undertakings.  By acknowledging both of 
these items, the PSP leaves the leadership team with a measurable means to push the campus 
forward without having to be a constant presence on the campus. 
Working with the PSP and utilizing the TAIS Framework, campuses are able to see a true 
picture of continuous improvement. Guidance is embedded in the TAIS training provided by the 
PSP, as campus principals realize that data analysis findings feed the needs assessment process 
and, subsequently, improvement planning. Reviewing the progress and feedback of the 
improvement plan then outlines the implementation and monitoring process. As data is 
constantly reviewed so incurs the dynamic interaction of continuous improvement. The steady 
cycle of data review, improvement, and implementation relies heavily on the effectiveness of the 
PSP (TAIS Guidebook, 2016). The PSP must frame the process, which is no small feat, in such a 
way that the campus principal does not feel defeated, but rather feels encouraged and empowered 
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to make constant gains.  Without this validation, the process becomes inauthentic as the work 
simply becomes a means to an end. 
PSP evaluation and effectiveness. PSPs have been providing external technical 
assistance to Texas schools in need of improvement for over twenty years.  Working with 
campuses that are underperforming and receiving interventions in the state or federal 
accountability system, the PSP roles and responsibilities are rooted in the work of effective 
schools research. Evaluated annually by TCDSS and TEA, PSPs receive a rating of Meets 
Expectations, Below Expectations, or Unacceptable each year, based on feedback from campus 
principal, leadership team, DCSI, Region Service Center, and TCDSS/TEA support specialist. 
The next and final pieces of the evaluation come from student achievement data and a pre and 
post PSP self-evaluation.  
Since the goal of the entire PSP process is so critical, the yearly evaluation is a necessity 
but does not provide enough information. While the PSP evaluation highlights ineffectiveness, it 
fails to convey the exact reason the model failed. Data on school turnaround efforts has shown 
that implementation of the TAIS model can prove effective but it does not always, therefore 
educators must turn their attention toward finding the difference makers, the intangibles that 
create success.  
Summary 
We must provide considerable attention to building organizational capacity in schools to 
promote excellence and equality in student learning (King & Bouchard, 2011). Understanding 
the complex role that the principal has on building school capacity to shape teaching practices 
and skills, and to provide conditions that foster professional community and program coherence, 
the focus must shift from isolated decision making to one that promotes inclusive, distributed 
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leadership (Huggins et al., 2017). “Leadership only succeeds if the leader brings other people 
into the same vision, and they are able to work together and trust each other” (Leaithwood et al., 
2004).  
Unfortunately, building school-wide organizational capacity is no easy task, and 
principals must be given the tools necessary to overcome the bureaucratic nature of schools, 
pressures of the principalship, and lack of professional development opportunities and resources. 
Kearney (2011) notes that principals must be part of the equation when referring to improving 
schools and education. The growth needs of the principal must be taken into account as an 
absence of empirically based protocols of this nature currently exists (Houchens et al, 2012).  
Leadership coaching exists as an answer for principals and “offers an applied skill used to 
construct a functional path to innovative performance, enhanced skills and transformational 
leadership” (Farver & Holt, 2015, p. 69).  By broadening the capacity of the principal, coaches 
work to facilitate development in a thought-provoking process to elicit and maximize personal 
and professional potential (Hargrove, 2000).  More research is needed in regards to how coaches 
work to identify and develop capacity in principals, and how to maximize their role as a coach 
(Spillane & Louis, 2005; Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008). 
In Texas, the infrastructure exists to provide campuses and principals with support 
through the school improvement process, the TAIS framework, and PSP coaching network.  
However, the cyclical nature of low performing schools has shown that campuses already 
subjected to substantial local reform measures only repeat improvement stages or cycles as they 
enter corrective action plans and sanctions.  There is little research that examines and evaluates 
the effectiveness of the PSP on Improvement Required campuses in Texas.  
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The primary role of the PSP is to provide support and build capacity for campus and 
district leaders in order to identify target areas of immediate school improvement. Though all 
PSPs follow a set script of activities and modules based on the TAIS framework, not all PSPs 
garner the same end results.  The question remains: How does the role of the PSP answer the call 
to build the capacity of the campus principal and the infrastructure of school improvement with 
the urgency and demands of the system (Mintrop & Sunderman, 2009)? 
The literature revealed potential areas of study related to the role of the PSP to provide 
support and build capacity for campus and district leaders. Looking through the lens of the 
principal and PSP, an in-depth analysis of perceptions while navigating the TAIS process and 
CSFs, could uncover a pattern for educators utilizing external coaching models as innovative 
forms of professional development.   
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 
 External coaching for principals is emerging as a coherent system of support to provide 
sustained, systemic, and impactful change for school improvement (Datnow & Hong 2008). The 
purpose of this multiple-case, qualitative study of elementary principals and Professional Service 
Providers (PSP) on Improvement Required (IR) campuses in Texas is to discover the complex 
dynamics between principals and external PSP coaches as part of building leadership capacity 
for turning around low performing campuses. Focused on principal-PSP perceptions, this study 
will be conducted to develop an understanding about the work of external coaches and how they 
create entry plans to improve capacity building in principals.  Specific attention will also be 
placed on PSP collaboration techniques with principals and the barriers and facilitators each 
party faces to produce changes in teaching and learning.  This study will examine stakeholder 
perspectives to provide descriptive accounts about how specific PSP practices affected the 
practices of the building principal (Stake, 2006). The research questions, research design, 
participants, sources of data, and methods of data collection, and data analysis are included in 
this chapter. 
Research Questions 
The study will be conducted to answer the following two research questions: 
1. How and in what ways do principal and PSP relationships impact school-wide 
capacity building? 
 
2. Given the principal-PSP relationship, to what extent was student achievement 
impacted? 
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Research Design 
 The present study design is a multiple-case qualitative study of elementary principals and 
PSPs on IR campuses in Texas which will be conducted a grounded theory approach (Miles & 
Huberman, 1994; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  Case study will be used to explores three cases for 
describing the events, activities, and processes that occur in the PSP-principal relationship.  The 
cases will be bounded by the IR time period and the activities of building capacity (Creswell, 
2003).  Several scholars have described case studies as a strategy for allowing researchers to 
focus on specific aspects of an individual or context that is of special interest to the researcher 
and is concerned with human experiences (McEwan & McEwan, 2003; Mertens, 2005; Patton, 
2002; Trochim, 2001). For the purposes of this study, the specific interest of study be examining 
the phenomenon of principal coaching through the lens of external support systems. Perspectives 
from both PSPs and principals will yield descriptive accounts of how specific PSP practices 
affect capacity and practices of the principal within the context of working at an IR campus 
(Stake, 2006).  
A grounded theory approach to the research design will be used “to ensure that the 
emerging theory arises from the data” (Crotty, 1998, p. 78), and therefore, it is more likely to 
resemble reality than theory based solely on speculation (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). The intent of 
the study on principal-PSP perceptions will be for generating a theory of actions that may be 
revealed through the constant comparative analysis of data from three PSP-principal pairs 
experienced with the phenomenon as shared the TAIS process (Creswell, 2007).  
Denzin and Lincoln (2005) explained qualitative research as an “interpretive, naturalistic, 
approach to the world [that] attempts to make sense of, or to interpret, phenomena in terms of the 
meanings people bring to them” (p. 13).  Understanding of the data will be “oriented toward 
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exploration, discovery, and inductive logic” (Patton, 2002, p. 55). The data will include the 
viewpoints and perceptions of the research participants as they make sense of the school 
improvement process in relation to building capacity on the IR campus.  The findings will be 
organized around the interview and document data.  
Using a qualitative inductive approach throughout one-on-one semi-structured 
interviews, as Willis (2007) noted, the importance of conducting interviews involves using 
methods that allow the researcher to reflect on an individual’s experiences in a social context, 
which is in this case, the context of leadership coaching.  This study will also look at PSP entry 
plans and the documents associated with training new PSPs.  Each PSP’s perspective and 
assessment of his or her entry plan will allow for personal experiential intensity.  Reviewing 
documents will establish a holistic picture of the preplanning involved in working with 
individual principals. Additionally, the researcher will discover specific observations about the 
data to allow the “categories of analysis to emerge from the data as the study progresses” within 
the context of constant-comparative analysis (Mertens, 2010, p. 225).  Conducting research and 
examining external leadership coaching of principals through a qualitative lens will provide a 
clearer understanding of the experiences of principals and coaches in an attempt to provide a 
framework for the work of leadership coaching and establish the validity of existing strategies 
for building organizational capacity.  
Site and Participant Selection 
 This research will be conducted primarily through interviews to discover the experiences 
of external coaching had by PSPs and elementary principals on IR campuses.  Interview sites 
will be selected qualifying campuses statuses and recruiting participants for the study.  Those 
actions will occur using the methods and criteria provided in the following two subsections. 
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Site Selection  
Three formerly IR designated elementary schools in Texas will be chosen as sites for this 
study.  Purposeful, theoretical sampling will be used to identify three schools in the same district 
that went through the TAIS process sometime between the Fall of 2014 and Spring of 2017. The 
same districts will be chosen to provide a constant for comparison purposes.  
Sampling and Participants 
Participants will be initially selected by snowball sampling for the PSP first through the 
PSP Network. Any PSPs that participated in the TAIS process with an associated principal from 
the Fall of 2014 to Spring of 2017 will be eligible to participate.  Snowball sampling will aid the 
researcher in choosing particular participants. First, the researcher will use the network list to 
identify the first PSP. Next, the researcher will ask if the participant knows additional PSPs who 
meet the criteria of the study (Hays & Singh, 2012). The original list of PSPs will be reviewed to 
ensure only elementary PSPs are targeted.  
Purposeful sampling allows the researcher to not just “study whoever is available, but to 
use judgment to select a sample they believe, based on prior information, will provide the data 
they need” (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003, p. 104).  Furthermore, all study participants will meet the 
following selection criteria:  
1. Participate in the TAIS framework for school improvement 
2. Serve as a principal of an IR campus 
3. Serve as a PSP at an IR campus 
4. Agree to participate 
Each participant’s personal information and data will be gathered from the three pairs of 
principal-PSP participants who agree to participate in the study.  Through email or phone call, all 
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participants being studied for this research study will be made aware of the purpose of the study, 
and the data collection instruments being used, including the planned interview questions.  A 
letter of consent will be obtained from each participant.  The letter of consent will specify the 
purpose of the study, what participation means, benefits to participation in the study, and 
procedures for maintaining confidentiality.  
Sources of Data 
Mertens (2005) and Patton (2002) both contended that the researcher is the primary 
instrument in qualitative studies.  In addition to the prominent role the researcher plays, the 
literature on qualitative studies described the use of multiple data sources in qualitative research 
(Mertens, 2005; Patton, 1990; Trochim, 2001).  For this study, a methodological triangulation of 
interviews, supporting documents, and field notes of the three principal-PSP pairs will inform the 
findings.  
Interviews 
 Interviews will be used to discover the six participants’ individual perspectives and 
viewpoints.  One-on-one, semi-structured interview methods will be specifically used to allow 
the questions to be more flexibly worded with a mix of structured and less structured sections 
(Merriam, 1998).  Two 60-minute interviews will initially be established with each of the six 
participants. The first interview will establish background data, while the second will be focused 
on the detailed work of the TAIS process and specifically the entry plan style of the PSP.  A data 
sheet will be used by the researcher to note pertinent descriptive findings of each participant’s 
individual experience.  A digital audio recording of interviews will be made at each session and 
transcribed after each interview to facilitate ongoing data analysis.  Participants will be given a 
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copy of the interview questions and later the transcribed interview data to allow them the 
opportunity to verify or expand on their responses.  
Documental Data 
 Since documents frequently provide clarity and insight into settings, supportive 
documentation will be chosen as another form of information for this study (Morse & Richards, 
2002).  Documents will be requested before and during the interviews as part of triangulation and 
reinforcement of participant responses.  Some examples of the document data will include PSP 
entry plan documents, PSP network support manual notes used with principals, coaching prep 
forms, action plans, informal notes, and email correspondence.  
Field Notes  
The final source of information will be field note observations.  These will help the 
researcher ask follow-up questions and maintain a pace with each interviewee (Mertens, 2010).  
The notes are intended to aid in understanding the respondents feedback and can be used to 
provide clarity as the researcher reviews transcribed conversations.  
Methods of Data Collection 
Data collection for this multiple-case qualitative study will include semi-structured 
interviews with six participants, documents related to the study, and field notes.  
Institutional Approval 
Ethical considerations will be made for the participants’ interviews as the primary tool 
for this qualitative research.  Maintaining the confidentiality of all participants will be upheld at 
all times.  The researcher will ensure that all appropriate steps are taken to protect the rights, 
privacy, and welfare of participants by obtaining approval from the Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) at the University of Texas at Austin.  All consent will be obtained from selected districts 
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prior to working with individual principals on campuses to conduct any research.  The researcher 
will assure the IRB that the data will be maintained in password protected files and in locked 
cabinets only accessible to the researcher. 
Interviews 
 After obtaining IRB approval, the researcher will contact the PSP Network at Region 
XIII to initiate the process for identifying qualifying PSPs. Once identified the researcher will 
request interviews with the PSPs while simultaneously identifying principal pairs that would be 
willing participants as well.  Each chosen interviewee will be contacted by email and/or phone 
and made aware of study objectives and process and the fact that the interviews will be 
audiotaped.  During the interviews, the researcher will use a data sheet to note descriptive 
findings and additional data.  The digitally audiotaped interviews will be transcribed by an 
external party to create consistency and allow the researcher the opportunity to interact more 
fully with participants. 
All interviews will be conducted in locations most convenient for the principals and 
PSPs.  Since the PSPs are not employees of the selected districts, these interviews will most 
likely take place at non-school locations.  The principals’ interviews will more than likely take 
place on their campuses.  An interview guide will be used by the researcher to ensure that “the 
same basic lines of inquiry were pursued with each person interviewed” (Patton, 2002, p. 343).  
In using the guide, the researcher anticipates the interviews will remain conversational and 
situational but also will allow time for respondents to reflect and provide detailed answers.  The 
researcher will request that the PSPs provide their entry plans or associated documentation tools 
they utilize when working with principals during the initiation phase of the TAIS process.  
Clarification and follow-up questions will be included in the semi-structured interviews. 
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Data Analysis 
 Qualitative analysis is challenging, according to Patton (2002), for the researcher 
attempting to make sense of massive amounts of data.  There is also no particular moment when 
data analysis begins because it is an ongoing process from initial impressions during data 
collection to the final conclusions (Stake, 1995).  Using Strauss and Corbin’s (1998) outline for 
grounded theory, the tasks of constant comparative analysis of semi-structured interviews, 
supporting documents, and field notes will be completed as the researcher analyzes all collected 
data using open, axial, and selective coding processes (Mertens, 2005; Miles & Huberman, 1994; 
Morse & Richards, 2002; Patton, 2002).  
Open Coding 
 Open coding begins as soon as interviews are transcribed, documents are collected, and 
field notes are taken and finalized.  Mertens (2005) noted, at this stage, “the research must take 
apart an observation, a sentence, or a paragraph and give each discrete incident, idea, or event a 
name or label that stands for or represents a phenomenon” (p. 424).  The open coding process 
that follows allows data to be broken down and compared through close examination (Strauss & 
Corbin, 1998).  This first step has the researcher recording thoughts and speculations as well as 
allows themes to surface that may influence the focus of the study as it develops.  Once initial 
codes are developed, the researcher examines and narrows codes and patterns during multiple 
reviews of the data (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 
Axial Coding 
 Axial coding of the data involves putting data “back together in new ways after open 
coding, by making connections between categories” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 96).  Data are 
reassembled around specific categories based on the nature of identified relationships (Strauss & 
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Corbin, 1998).  In grounded theory analysis, axial coding is the phase where the researcher 
begins to look for a direct association between the data and the research questions (Mertens, 
2005; Patton, 2002).  
Selective Coding 
 The final stage is selective coding as the “process of selecting the core category, 
systematically relating it to other categories, validating those relationships, and filling in the 
categories that need further refinement and development” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 116). This 
coding step is important for grounded theory work, as it distinguishes it from merely naming and 
categorizing data and validates the researchers theory by grounding it (Mertens, 2005). At the 
end of this process the researcher reveals the creation of a central category to which all other 
categories are related.  
Strategies to Promote Trustworthiness 
One drawback of qualitative research, according to Miles and Huberman (1994), is the 
multiple ways researchers can interpret data.  To provide more reliable and valid qualitative data 
the researcher will utilize member checking, peer debriefing, and thick, rich descriptions as 
strategies to promote trustworthiness.  First, Lincoln and Guba (1985) defined member checking 
as the process by which data are returned to participants for accuracy and resonance with their 
experiences.  In the case of this study, participants will receive a transcribed copy of their 
interview responses to verify the accuracy of the transcript.  This will ensure that perceptions 
shared in the interview were clearly understood by the researcher and will strengthen the 
credibility of the study. 
 Second, peer debriefing will be used for an outside reviewer, familiar with the research 
on external leadership coaching, to examine the data and codes using a critical lens. This peer 
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review will enable the researcher to challenge research assumptions and question the methods 
and interpretations as part of reducing bias (Creswell & Miller, 2000).  This effort will add 
credibility to the study by pushing the researcher to explore missed opportunities (Hays & Singh, 
2012).  
 Third, transferability of the study will be addressed through the use of thick, rich 
descriptions to help readers recognize if they have experienced or could experience the 
phenomenon as representing the findings (Creswell, 2007).  Denzin (1989) defined the difference 
between thick descriptions as “deep, dense, and detailed accounts,” as opposed to thin 
descriptions “that lack detail and simple report facts” (p. 83). In sum, the researcher will provide 
vivid detail to enable readers can determine the applicability of study findings to other settings 
(Creswell & Miller, 2000). 
Summary 
This chapter provided an overview of the research design, purpose, questions, 
methodology, and supporting reasons for why a qualitative methodology was chosen. The 
requirements for snowball and purposeful selection of participants has been detailed. The 
procedures for data collection has been explicated to include semi-structured interviews, 
documental data, and field notes. The researcher will carry out data collection and analysis 
following the data analysis structure for grounded theory as open, axial, and selective coding. 
Finally, strategies will be employed for ensuring the findings’ trustworthiness.  
  
  
  54 
 
CHAPTER FOUR: RESEARCH FINDINGS 
 Professional Service Providers (PSPs) working in tandem with Improvement Required 
campus principals to overcome accountability concerns and build leadership capacity forms the 
foundation for this research study.  The purpose of this chapter is to present the findings in three 
sections.  The first section provides an overview of the study and its design for data collection, 
which is then followed by a description of participants interviewed and summary accounts of 
their individual experiences and backgrounds. The third section is based on analysis of all 
collected data and a summary of the findings is presented through resulting themes.  
Overview of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to examine and evaluate the relationship between the 
Professional Service Provider and principal on IR campuses in Texas and, furthermore, how that 
relationship impacts school-wide capacity building. The study goes on to examine, given the 
relationship, to what extent student achievement was impacted. Through the analysis of 
information obtained from the perceptions of PSPs and principals who have gone through the 
Texas Accountability Intervention System (TAIS), this study aimed to enrich and expand on how 
the PSP model is used to increase leadership capacity of campus principals in order to meet state 
and federal accountability, ultimately improving education for all students. 
Participants studied for this research were selected by starting with a snowball sampling 
of PSPs through the PSP Network. Any PSP that participated in the TAIS process, with an 
associated elementary principal from the Fall of 2014 to Spring of 2017, was eligible to 
participate. PSPs identified for participation all worked within the same district and all had 
elementary experience. The PSP then identified the principal partner they worked with 
throughout the TAIS process. From a pool of 21 eligible PSP/principal pairs, six were chosen as 
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participants in the study and were interviewed January 2018 in an effort to answer the following 
two research questions: 
1. How and in what ways do principal and PSP relationships impact school-wide capacity 
building? 
 
2. Given the principal-PSP relationship, to what extent was student achievement impacted? 
 
Research Design 
The intent of the study was to consider participants experiences through a multiple-case 
qualitative study of elementary principals and PSPs on IR campuses in Texas using a grounded 
theory approach (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  Case study was used to 
explore three cases for describing the events, activities, and processes that occurred throughout 
the PSP-principal relationship. For the purposes of this study, the specific interest was examining 
the phenomenon of principal coaching through the lens of external support systems. Perspectives 
from both PSPs and principals yielded descriptive accounts of how specific PSP practices 
affected capacity building and practices of the principal within the context of working at an IR 
campus (Stake, 2006).  
Data sources included semi-structured interviews of a varied group of PSPs and 
principals who all participated in the TAIS process for IR campuses. Additional data sources 
included state and federal accountability reports for the associated campuses. The data includes 
viewpoints and perceptions of the research participants as they make sense of the school 
improvement process in relation to building capacity on the IR campus.  A constant comparative 
analysis of all qualitative data gained from the interviews and associated documents were 
performed. Open, axial, and selective coding phases were used to conceptualize findings and 
lead to the final analysis of the results.  
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A qualitative inductive approach was used throughout one-on-one semi-structured 
interviews, and allowed the researcher to reflect on an individual’s experiences in a social 
context which is, in this case, the context of leadership coaching. Reviewing documents 
established a holistic picture of the preplanning involved in working with individual principals. 
Conducting research and examining external leadership coaching of principals through a 
qualitative lens provided a clearer understanding of the experiences of principals and coaches to 
provide a framework for the work of leadership coaching and establish the validity of existing 
strategies for building organizational capacity.  
Data Collection 
For this study, a methodological triangulation of interviews, supporting documents, and 
field notes of the three principal-PSP pairs informed the findings. Interviews were used to 
discover the six participants’ individual perspectives and viewpoints. A data sheet was also used 
by the researcher to note pertinent descriptive findings of each participant’s individual 
experiences. A full list of specific documents referenced and examined for this study can be 
found in Appendix D some of which include notes, and campus data reports.  
Out of the 21 eligible participants that were identified by the PSP Network, all received 
an email request to participate in the study (Appendix A). The email explained the purpose of the 
study and provided a copy of the consent form (Appendix B). Participants were then selected, 
based on the overwhelming response from a particular district, and researcher followed up with 
contacting those participants by email to schedule one-on-one interviews that were conducted 
with the Interview Guide (Appendix C) as a reference for collecting data. 
All interviews were conducted in January 2018 at various locations. The interviews lasted 
between forty-five minutes to one and a half hours, were recorded and then, transcribed. The 
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transcripts were shared with participants and verified for accuracy and clarity. All collected data 
was analyzed using a constant comparative approach, the details and results of which are 
described below.  
Presentation of Study Participants and Their Individual Data 
In this section, a description of the study participants and their individual data is 
provided. Characteristics are presented globally and then individually. Following, a summary 
account of each participant’s experience is shared, leading to the analysis of collected data and 
resulting themes. 
Study Participant Characteristics  
 A total of six female participants, three PSPs and three principals, took part in this study. 
All of the PSPs had been former principals and all individually totaled over thirty years of 
experience in the educational field. The principal participants ranged from zero years experience 
to one participant that had been a superintendent before coming back to the principalship. All of 
the participants received the initial TAIS training provided for campuses that are labeled IR and, 
thus qualified all of them to be a part of the study. The following Table 4.1 summarizes the 
setting of each of the campuses the pairs represent.  
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Table 1 
Background & Performance Setting for Studied Participants 
 Campus A Campus B Campus C 
Principal Experience Novice Principal 10 yrs Administration Novice Principal 
PSP Experience Novice PSP 3 yrs PSP 6 yrs PSP 
Missed 
Accountability Index 
1 (54/55) and 
3 (27/28) 
2 (29/33) 2 (28/33) 
Student Population 757 581 748 
Demographics * H- 83% 
AA- 1% 
W-14% 
H- 38% 
AA- 8% 
W-48% 
H- 65% 
AA- 5% 
W-26% 
Economically 
Disadvantaged 
83.2% 63.7% 75.3% 
English Language 
Learners 
56.3% 3.6% 34.9% 
Special Education 6.7% 11.5% 8.7% 
Mobility Rate 12.9% 21.9% 16.2% 
 
Note. *Student group percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding and non-measure groups; 
H-Hispanic, AA- African American, W-White  
Maintaining confidentiality of all participants was a top priority in this study and all 
participant data was de-identified and coded with pseudonyms, Principal A/PSP A, Principal 
B/PSP B, and Principal C/PSP C, to protect the district and participants’ confidentiality. Data 
was kept in a secure location during the study, and will be destroyed after the mandated period 
for record keeping.  
  Principal A. Principal A came to Campus A for her first principalship after serving 7 
years as an assistant principal at a feeder intermediate school within the district. She was hired 
by the outgoing campus principal in late August and took the lead for the campus in mid-
September. The outgoing principal of Campus A became her direct supervisor in her first year of 
the principalship. Principal A’s campus served the highest percentage of economically 
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disadvantaged students and English Language Learners. It is important to note that Principal A 
was at Campus A, as principal, two years prior to the campus being identified as IR. She worked 
with PSP A during her first IR year, but failed to meet standard. For the following year she was 
reassigned to work with PSP C. Reflecting on her first year she stated, “brand new principal, 
kind of in a daze. You know you don’t even remember the first year, and you kind of want to go 
back and apologize, just like your first year of teaching.” 
PSP A. PSP A came to Campus A as a brand new PSP. With over 26 years experience as 
an elementary principal, she went on to support dual language instruction as a consultant across 
the state of Texas. She then applied to be a PSP twice before being selected to work with IR 
campuses.  In her inaugural year as a PSP she adamantly requested to work solely with Campus 
A, but was ignored and a second campus in need of support was handed to her. Due to previous 
work engagements, she missed the initial PSP training and was left with online supports at best. 
Her reflections on the role preparation for new PSPs are noteworthy as she points out the lack of 
structure to the PSP PD at that time.  As she was planning to work with Campus A she noted, “I 
was trying to read and find out, what is it they are planning? I was a little nervous about what 
this plan was supposed to look like? Who are these people? I hadn’t had any introduction to them 
before.” 
Principal B. Principal B came to Campus B with over 10 years of experience in 
administration after recently leaving the superintendent position of a small, rural district.  Prior, 
she served as a district coordinator of accountability and assessment and as an instructional 
administrator. She also served as an assistant principal of a large, underperforming, urban high 
school. Campus B’s original principal left at semester and; therefore, Principal B started her 
tenure at the end of January and took up working with PSP C at that time. She was ready to take 
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on the IR campus as she noted, “you know, I’m really good at data. I have lots of experience 
working with struggling campuses that were always borderline”.  Due to Campus A needing a 
greater level of support, Principal B only worked with PSP C for her first semester.  After that, 
Principal B was paired with PSP B for the remaining years of consultation.   
PSP B. Upon arriving at Campus B, PSP B already had three years of experience as a 
PSP. For eleven years she led a large, urban high school that supported traditionally 
underrepresented populations to achieving high academic success. She created an environment at 
that campus that led them to achieve the Texas Blue Ribbon National Excellence Award. Going 
on to become a district executive director of curriculum and instruction, she aligned professional 
development efforts to provide district academic focus.  While she worked with Campus B, she 
also served at two other IR campuses within the district.  Her view of the role of the PSP was 
clear as she reflected, “if we’re not honest with each other, if we’re not open about the good and 
the bad, then we’re not going to make any improvement. And if you just want a paper filler 
outer, I’ll send you some names. But I’m not your girl.” 
Principal C. Principal C started her first principalship at Campus C with a couple of 
years experience as an instructional coach and assistant principal within the district.  She had an 
experienced assistant principal and instructional coach that had already had previous experience 
working with PSP C. At times she reflects that she was not sure how to feel about coming onto 
an IR campus. As she noted, “it was my first year, so that set the bar high. I’ll be honest, I was a 
little, I think intimidated because PSP C would come in asking all these questions that I had no 
background to in regards to Campus C.” 
PSP C. PSP C has worked with over twenty-six schools in Texas throughout her PSP 
tenure. After leading a successful, large, urban high school she went on to be an executive coach 
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for principals in a large urban school district. She also served in the capacity of supporting 
turnaround teams throughout the state of Texas, as they supported campuses to reach state 
standards.  She became a PSP early on and also served on the PSP Advisory Board for several 
years. She noted that when she finished her work with coaching principals within a district 
capacity she was driven to the PSP work because “I get to work with great people. I don’t have 
to be a politician. At the end of the day I walk out. You don’t have to deal with the community 
problems and I get to focus on instruction and working with leadership teams.”  
 The above descriptive information suggests that the respondents that participated in the 
study were characterized by varied backgrounds and work experience. The following is guided 
by the open-ended questions of the interview guide (Appendix C).  A detailed summary account 
of data centered around the research questions and shared by the participants on capacity 
building and student achievement will now be explored. 
Data Analysis 
 As designed by Gall, Gall, and Borg (2003), the data analysis process consists of a close 
examination of all data to find themes and patterns that describe and explain the phenomenon 
being studied. Initially, all interviews were open coded and 21 codes were identified across four 
or more participant responses (Appendix E).  The current study’s findings are best understood 
grouped by themes within the research questions. Looking to provide focus and meaning to the 
participants’ experiences, these themes work to organize the data in a way that adds clarity. 
Based on the data analysis process described in the research design and framed around the two 
research questions, the creation and clustering of codes led to the development of the following 
eight core themes (also found in Appendix F):  
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1. How and in what ways do principal and PSP relationships impact school-wide capacity 
building? 
A. Growth of School Leaders 
● Professional Development 
● Differentiated/Individualized Support to Campuses/Principal 
● Cognitive Coaching Questioning Strategies 
● Self Reflection 
● Building Capacity of Leadership Team 
B. Impressions of PSP 
● Initial Perception of PSP 
● PSP Reputation/ Credibility/Experience 
● PSP Preparation/ Lack of Professional Development 
C. Relational Impact 
● Climate/Culture 
● Trust/Building Relationships/Fit 
D. External Factors 
● District Commitment /Barriers to Support 
● PSP as Intermediary 
2. Given the principal-PSP relationship, to what extent was student achievement impacted? 
A. Data Practices 
● Increased Student/Adult Learning Time 
● Tracking Student Data  
● Leadership Response to Data 
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B. Teacher Quality 
● Teacher Knowledge & Skills 
● Leadership Walk Throughs & Teacher Feedback 
C. Focus 
● Targeted Improvement Plan/Goals 
● Whole School Reform/Accountability  
D. Sustainability  
● Lack of Systems/Building Program Coherence 
● Commitment to the Work/Continuous Improvement 
Impacting School-Wide Capacity Building 
After analyzing respondent data, four themes emerged that specifically impacted school-
wide capacity building: Growth of School Leaders, Impressions of the PSP, Relational Impact, 
and External Factors.  PSP and principal pairs shared their impressions of leading schools 
plagued by accountability issues in need of rapid and dramatic turnaround support. 
 Growth of School Leaders 
Professional development.  Analyzing the interview responses, the need to implement 
professional development as a consistent practice was echoed by PSPs and principals alike.  The 
school needs to foster a sense of constant growth for not only students, but also the adults that 
impact their learning. 
PSP B: So we're better to grow the people that we have. And we're a school. So my 
philosophy is, if we're a school that means that adults need to be growing as well as the 
kids. And no matter what the accountability rating is, if the adults aren't growing, the kids 
aren't growing as much as they could. So setting that expectation that we're all growing, 
and we're all getting better, so the conversation should be with almost every teacher, 
"What are you working on? And how can I help you work on that and give you the 
feedback that you want?" 
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Pushing administration to reflect on the staff development they are providing is important to 
insure that the most effective practices are being delivered to the teaching staff.  PSP A explains 
the importance of being deliberate in the thought process behind learning opportunities provided 
to the staff in order to be most effective. 
 
PSP A: So, having those conversations, okay what staff development do you have? Why 
are you having it? Once they have it, what is your expectation when they come back? 
What is the follow up? I think after the first year, I learned that very, very well. What is 
your follow up because if it's not happening, what is happening? If it's not, is it just gonna 
be a session to put in the back of your mind cause we're gonna use it next year? Was 
there a better time to send that teacher? We need to know why we're doing it. Not just, it's 
a happening. 
 
Principal B offered an explanation of teaching teachers through observation of other teachers.  
This allowed for quick, constant, professional development that required no preparation, but 
provided instant ideas, strategies, and reflective pieces. 
Principal B: We did learning walks with groups of teachers, and I built a schedule. And 
we would go for 20 minutes at a time and observe teachers. And then we'd come back 
and do feedback. And I tried to make sure that we had a balance of all the different grade 
levels. And that every teacher got to see different grade levels, 'cause they needed to see 
what was going on above and below their grade level. Cause I think the best professional 
development you could possibly have is to watch a teacher in action with kids. I think 
there's no better PD than that, is to actually see that happening. 
 
Professional development was cited by PSPs and principals as a fundamental piece to student 
achievement on campuses.  Without the push for growth by all parties involved, stagnation 
occurs and schools begin to enter the cycle of failure. 
Differentiated/individualized support to campuses/principal.  Knowing that a “one size 
fits all” approach, when meeting with principals of different schools, is unlikely to generate 
improvement is a keystone noted by PSPs throughout the research.  Clearly understanding that 
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everyone’s needs and skill level are different is imperative to finding success on a campus.  PSP 
C summarized that point in this way: 
You have to really get to know what are the skills of the team, and you move in that 
direction. There is not ... I mean, obviously, there are general things, like physical 
improvement, data use, and all that. Even how you approach those general things are 
going to depend on the skill level and the experience level, the knowledge level, the skill 
level, the skills and knowledge that the leadership team has, whether it's a brand new 
principal or a very seasoned principal, and the personalities. You wouldn't believe 
everybody is so very different. So, it's like you differentiate, just like you do as a 
classroom teacher. 
 
Implementing differentiated strategies at different campuses brings up the idea of equity versus 
equality.  It is unlikely that any two principals or schools would need the exact same supports. 
Ultimately, schools need to be consistent in the end goal of student success; however, the steps 
taken to get there may not be the exact same.   
PSP B: Where if I'm in my district, well I'm like, well if I give support to this principal 
I've got to give it to all the others, like I have to be fair. I don't have to be fair. I can just 
pay attention to what you need, and help walk you through your problems. We're not all 
going to be the same, and we don't want to all be the same. Schools need something 
different. 
 
On the other side of research, principals noted differences they found between working 
with an experienced PSP and working with a novice PSP.   
Principal A: I think PSP C is a good read of character, and she has so much experience as 
a PSP working with different levels of campus principals that I think she was able to 
apply that too when she came to work with me. And whereas with PSP A, it was her first 
year, it was black and white, and she was just doing what she thought her role as a PSP 
was. 
 
Here, the PSP having a deeper knowledge of their role directly affected the impact they could 
have on a principal and their school.    
 
Cognitive coaching questioning strategies.  When a PSP works with a principal of a low 
performing campus, asking deep, reflective questions is part of the role.  It may not always be an 
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easy task, but it is necessary to insure focus remains on the task at hand.  As PSP B noted, 
“…using those coaching questions, and then sometimes sort of being persistent.” Even if the 
principal does not have an immediate response, it is critical to the process to make sure the 
question was not left unanswered.   
Throughout the interviews, principals confirmed sentiments of how great of an impact 
these questions had on developing their skillset as they were walked through a true coaching 
cycle.  For principal A, the coaching became a regular need, even if her PSP was not at her 
campus, “we would talk in the morning on the phone when she was driving and I was driving, 
and she would coach me through what I was going to do that day and my meetings.”  This model 
lent itself to the concept of coaching relying on constant reflection and room for improvement. 
The PSP has the ability to develop the principal as a whole.  They provide an outside, 
unbiased perspective that can be used to grow a leader.  Principal A developed her skills in a 
broad range of areas on her campus and noted,  
PSP C was able to guide me in just being an overall campus leader, culture and climate, 
school processes ... the student learning piece, all of those pieces. So a true, overarching 
campus leader is how PSP C was able to coach me and guide me through. She had me 
look through all different things and all different lenses. 
 
For Principal C, the impact the PSP had on her as a leader was even more profound. 
She made me feel invincible. A lot of questions of, "Why can't you? Why don't you? 
What's stopping you? Who is 'they'?" You know how sometimes you'll say, "Well 'they' 
said I can’t, or 'they' don't think I-" So she would say, "Well who is 'they'?" And you just 
sit there for a second feeling silly because you realize that 'they' doesn't exist. It's just 
those preconceived notions that we have as educators, because we see, we see that 
invisible box that we're sometimes stuck in. But PSP C made me see that like, "What 
box?" 
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The data collected in the interviews deemed the questioning strategies used by PSPs as crucial to 
principal development.  Going through the coaching cycle, the questions presented allowed for 
the reflection piece that is essential to growth. 
Self reflection.  When responses to interview questions were reviewed, five of the six 
respondents cited the importance of not only completing a task, but also reflecting on the task.  
Often times, a plan is put into place, but is never revisited to measure effectiveness, the need for 
revision, or how to implement next steps.  Part of the responsibility of the PSP is to push the 
principal toward reflection.  With the time constraints of the principalship, PSP B describes 
finding time for reflection as,  
What I find is that my visits are sometimes that time. Because they're so busy, and there's 
so many demands on their time, that’s one of the gifts I can bring them--a little space that 
people, if the building's not burning down, people aren't going to interrupt them for a few 
minutes. So we can pause and say, "So how's that really going? Is it really working? If it's 
not working, what changes can we make?" 
 
Principals saw this push for self-reflection as part of the coaching cycle.  Principal A 
mentions how self-reflection, through questioning, was never absent from meetings.  “In our 
meetings with the DCSI, our meetings with just her and I, our meetings with our campus 
leadership team, and then, even in our coaching calls… everything was geared toward 
reflection.”  Making self-reflection habitual allowed leadership teams to improve systems, 
develop new ideas, and plan for future measures all geared toward the goal of student success. 
After their initial meeting, Principal C, seeing the value in this portion of the coaching cycle, 
requested that each of her meetings with PSP C had a designated time on the agenda to reflect on 
decisions made about the school.   
Building capacity of leadership team.  When considering growth of leadership, all 
principals and PSPs agreed that leadership was not about just one person.  To create lasting 
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change, a team of people need to buy into the ideas presented and learn effective ways to carry 
out these plans.  Principal A summarized the necessity of building a strong team by stating, 
“even though you have the campus principal, and the buck stops with the campus principal, you 
still need a whole team to make decisions and to work together.” 
PSP A worked to coach whomever the principal requested for her to assist, but knew it 
was imperative to stay in a coaching role, not to take over the role as leader of the school.  She 
says, “…if I work with the staff, I take it over. I'm going to leave, and that person is going to 
stay. So, what can I do to support that principal and help them unfold and do a lot to be that 
critical friend?”  PSP B had similar views on her role in the school and where coaching should 
take place.   
I hear some PSPs who go in and work directly with teachers. And I'm not unwilling to 
work with teachers, but I feel like my job is to build the capacity of the leadership team to 
do the work after I go. So if I go and work directly with teachers, I'm not building the 
leadership team's capacity. So I hear some people, "Well I came in, and I got the team, 
and they did this and we did that." Well now you're running that team, the principal isn't 
doing that or whoever needs to do that. So there's not clear direction on how, like, you 
just need to get them out of IR or how you do it. But if you go in and do the work for 
them, that’s not building. 
 
PSP B, like PSP A, took note of the reality that she would not be a permanent fixture on 
the campus and that the leadership must be able to sustain improvements without her.  Principal 
C agreed with the concept of shared leadership, starting with principal coaching, and stated that, 
“PSP C definitely helped with that leadership piece of me learning to delegate, and what to 
delegate, and how to delegate.” 
When developing campus leadership, it is necessary to look at a broad range of people, 
depending on where the strength of your campus lies.  Even though the PSPs and principals 
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interviewed agreed on growing the capacity of the principal, PSP C did note that it may not be 
the appropriate plan for every campus.  
Maybe “it” would never happen with someone. They're just not, you know coachable, I'm 
working with a principal now that it never will happen. She's very much a lone ranger, 
and so I don't really work with her that much. I work with teacher teams and leader 
teams. So, basically, I find the entry point, because when you really get down to it, I work 
for the kids. I work with student learning and my role is to make sure, no matter what, I 
can help increase student learning. I look for who can really make that happen. If the 
principal isn't that person, keep looking. I'm just not going to try to make something work 
that wouldn't really work. You just kind of look at, ‘How can I utilize my strengths to 
help move this school and the student learning?’ 
 
Impressions of PSP 
Initial perception of PSP.  Based on interview responses, when a PSP is named to a 
campus, there is a large amount of uncertainty coupled with high emotions due to the recently 
assigned IR label.  Being unsure of who the PSP is, where they are coming from, and what their 
role is on the campus can lead to a variety of reactions.  PSP B describes arriving at a campus 
that had met standard based on student performance (Index 1), but had not shown enough growth 
(Index 2) and, subsequently, received the status of IR, 
When I showed up there, like when I first met with the faculty, I had a giant target on my 
chest because they were mad, and I was a representative of TEA in their minds, and they 
weren't taking this sitting down.  
 
While PSPs are not actually employed by TEA, it is a conclusion that is often assumed by 
teaching staff.  In some cases, it is necessary for principals to play into that idea.  The mention of 
TEA, the ones who deemed a school as needing improvement, immediately carries a weight of 
importance on a campus.  Principal A discusses how her PSPs encouraged her to use this notion, 
when needed, “You just let them know the TEA person's coming, and get them that sense of 
urgency, the fire to their feet.” 
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On the other side of things, there are times when a school genuinely feels at a loss and 
welcomes the assistance of anyone, regardless of who employs the help.  Principal B describes 
coming to a campus that felt this way.  She knew she needed to explain the role of the PSP to her 
staff as someone whose sole goal was to spark change that would lead to improvement,  
It's the timing. I was there. They were like, "We're screwed. We need help. Fix us," when 
I came in. And then I actually said the PSP's actually going to help us. I'm not certain that 
before me, the teachers believed that the PSP was actually going to be a helpful person. I 
think they believed the PSP was going be like a spy. And when you have that going on, 
you're not going be able to move a campus. 
 
The initial impression of the PSP on a campus is an important moment.  It is crucial that a 
principal reflects and decides which message delivered to the staff will ignite the greatest amount 
of growth. 
PSP reputation/credibility/experience.  While the initial impression of a PSP is key to 
establishing relationships on a campus, more importantly, perhaps, is the selection of the PSP.  
With a network of people to choose from, it can be difficult for a principal or a district to be sure 
that they are selecting the right person for the job.  Often times, when making the decision, the 
final choice is based on a combination of a PSPs reputation and experience.  PSP B discusses the 
difficulties districts face when selecting a PSP,  
There is a PSP resume and a formal list and a way to do it, but districts are feeling stress, 
assuming they have IR campuses.  So finding somebody they trust, and that they think 
has the right skill set, is sometimes largely like calling people and saying ‘Who do you 
know that does this work, and what’s their track record?’  
 
For Principal A, this became true when she selected her PSP; she had to ask other 
principals who had experienced working with a PSP. “The trust with PSP C was built on what I 
heard from other people who worked directly with her. Her reputation precedes her.  That's 
where that trust comes from, me really knowing that she knew what she was doing.” Even 
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though it can be daunting to base a choice solely on what other people have said, it has come full 
circle as Principal A continues, explaining how she is now the person spreading the good name 
of PSP C to campuses she works with. 
When asked about choosing a PSP for her campus, Principal B described the year that the 
district decided to move PSP C to help a higher need campus and, in turn, placed PSP B on her 
campus.  Her staff struggled with this decision.  “Well, it was a little bit different, because they 
were used to PSP C at that point. And they were not sure about the change. ‘Why are we getting 
a different PSP, it's not fair. It's not right.’"  Luckily, Principal B had prior experience with PSP 
B, and was able to explain her experience, strengths, and accomplishments to the staff.  “I think 
because of the integrity that I knew about her--that helped make that shift.” 
Knowing that reputation is the central piece to their future employment, PSPs work to 
institute a strong presence on campuses that leads to positive change.  This idea establishes a 
feeling of pressure as PSP A explained, “When a school does not get out of IR, I think I feel as 
bad as, or worse than, the principal.  I’m not going to say it’s the principal’s fault.  No, it’s my 
fault.  I couldn’t help them.”   
Reputation and experience are key factors in selecting a PSP for any given campus.  
While PSPs must work hard to establish that reputation, and know that experience comes with 
time, districts must put forth the same effort to research PSPs and find the best fit for their 
schools. 
PSP preparation/lack of professional development.  Considering the work that is to be 
done by a PSP, it seems that streamlined, applicable, scenario based training would be required 
of anyone wanting to take on this task.  However, the PSPs interviewed describe the lack of 
training.  PSP B described it concisely when she said, “Although they do a PSP institute every 
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summer, and there are some required trainings during the year, pretty much…whatever skillset 
you bring with you, whatever your lived experience in education is, that's what you have.”   
Providing limited training can prove problematic if the skills held by a PSP have not been 
developed to a high enough level.  PSP A discusses how she was removed from a campus after 
only one year, her first year, due to a district being disappointed with her performance.  She 
explains her training as, “It was online. It's practically ... you read it, you write notes down, but 
that was it. There was no talking. There were no interactions.”  She goes on to explain how she 
relied heavily on PSP B and C, describing them as “wonderful, willing to help in any way”, but 
going a step further and clarifying that even though the help offered is appreciated, it is difficult 
to accept if you aren’t aware of what you don’t know.  Since her first year, PSP A expresses that 
the training has improved.  In her second year, she explains that, “All of us that were second year 
(PSPs), were included with the first year PSPs for training, which was awesome. Really, really 
good training and gave you a better understanding of your role.” 
A lot of PSP A’s concerns came from being a novice in the profession. However, being a 
more experienced PSP does not exempt one from some of the same worries.  PSP B, who PSP C 
describes as “one of the few PSPs that I recommend—and I don't just recommend anyone” still 
has apprehensions about her role,  
One of the things that I worry about as a PSP is staying relevant. So I feel like the longer 
I'm out of a district, the more responsibility it is for me to personally to stay current, to 
read, to know what's going on now, what the best practices are to really dig into the new 
accountability system to help my principals understand that.  
 
PSP B and PSP C, both now considered veterans with strong reputations in the PSP network, 
have discussed building a tool kit to share with all PSPs. PSP B wants to be sure to include 
strategies focusing on how to help principals to continuously improve in meaningful ways.  PSP 
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C notes this standardized toolkit, used as professional development, could be used as a way to 
“calibrate all of us”. Referring back to a PSPs experience, the toolkit would potentially “level the 
playing field” and allow novice PSPs opportunity to establish a strong reputation. 
Relational Impact 
Climate/Culture.  Establishing a campus culture that makes everyone feel appreciated, 
supported, and invested is a challenge the principals of the IR campuses faced.  The three PSPs 
all shared anecdotes of having to help their principal build a positive culture.  When a campus 
goes low performing, that becomes the focus.  Principal A doesn’t shy away from the fact that 
she went through a period of despair before being able to flip the mindset. “I had to go through 
those stages of grieving with the PSP by myself. Once I got through them, I had to figure out 
how to balance a sense of urgency with staff morale.”  PSP A allowed Principal A to have her 
moment, but then helped shift her, and the staff, away from the negative outlook, and academic 
successes became the new area of concentration,  
We talked a lot about okay, what can you celebrate? Hey look, we just took a test. Our 
kids scored up here, on the high. We have so many kids now reading on grade level. Let's 
celebrate that. We're doing some of those. Recognizing those. Every time we go on a 
campus and we'd see their assessment, we always made sure we found something 
positive. That's really great. Oh, that teacher is really coming along. Doing a lot of those 
little celebrations was important, and then they could point it out to the campus.  
 
While celebrations are central in building staff morale, the focus must remain on the ultimate 
goal of students experiencing academic success.  PSP B tells of a school she was at where, “they 
were really kind to their kids, they really cared about their kids, but they didn't really push them 
academically.”  At the end of the day, teachers leaving behind academics will never lead to 
school improvement.  
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Principal C was nervous to hear the results of a school climate survey PSP C urged her to 
administer to her staff.  She feared the responses would be a negative reflection of her efforts.  
PSP C heard her concerns, but implored her to move forward with the survey explaining, "It's not 
a 'you' problem. It's a 'we' problem. The campus needs to see that in this survey, you're getting 
whatever problems, they're part of the solution."  A key component of PSP C’s thought process 
was making sure information was shared with staff.  Principal C did share with her staff and, 
according to PSP C, “Everybody. Everything. It really changed the climate.”  PSP C was able to 
change Principal C’s outlook on the use of staff feedback, as she still implements the survey 
today.   
PSP C pushes climate surveys because she so strongly believes that everything in the 
school is affected by morale.  If there is no trust between teachers and administration, teachers 
and teachers, and teachers and students, a principal needs to know because the climate on their 
campus is grim. 
PSP C: Climate really is huge. Two of my three schools that I work with currently are in 
the bottom part of climate surveys. They're hostile teachers, they're arrogant. That's really 
difficult for me because I'm on the other side of the fence. Does it impact student-teacher 
morale, and then teacher student learning? You bet it does. 
 
By having a school self-reflect, a leader will be able to review issues, failures, and 
successes and, then, create an action plan to addresses those items.  If old systems and strategies 
are no longer effective, adjustments must happen in order to make progress.  Change, however, 
is difficult.  Once teachers feel they have a voice on their campus, staff morale will rise, making 
the movement for change easier.    
Trust/Building Relationships/Fit.  When a PSP is selected for a campus, it is likely that 
they have only briefly, if ever, met their principal partner.  With the daunting task of removing 
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the IR status from a campus, a relationship has to be established immediately so that the work 
can begin.  Again, experience and skill set of a PSP comes into play, as setting up relationships 
comes naturally to some people.  As described by Principal A, “PSP C just has that air about her 
that makes you trust her. The words that come out of her mouth are so perfect. She has such a 
knack to have that relational capacity; built with you so quickly.”  Although it may not be a skill 
everyone inherently possesses, PSP A is adamant about the need to get a trusting relationship 
underway from the start,  
We're going to work this together and I haven't been perfect in my career, so I can tell 
you what mistakes I made so you don't make those mistakes. They have to learn to trust. I 
think part of building trust is number one, listening. Being honest when you hear 
something that is not quite the way it should be. Also, making sure that they understand 
your role, that when I get into the monitoring role, because that's part of my job. 
 
PSP B shared a story of a time she took a principal she was working with to lunch.  At every 
meeting they had, he would tell her that everything was good and moving in the right direction.  
Finally, because trust had been formed, she was able to say to him,  
‘You missed all four indices. You are not good. Now let's talk about this.’ There are lots 
of good things happening, do you have some good teachers? Absolutely. Are you 
working hard? Absolutely. But we have to make some changes, or we're not going to get 
different results.  
 
Throughout the principal-PSP meetings, there are many difficult conversations but, if a 
relationship exists, these can be very productive and beneficial.  Part of the trust relies on the 
PSP respecting the fact that the principal is the leader of the school and they are acting as equal 
partners in the equation.  PSP A honestly says, “It's not like working with one of your teachers. 
It's working with another administrator.” 
Transparency is also a notable point when discussing relationship building.  Part of the 
job of the PSP is to turn in quarterly reports updating TEA of the school’s progress in reaching 
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specified goals.  Since the mention of TEA can heighten anxieties, PSP A says of dealing with 
these reports: 
Whenever I write a report that's going to be handed in, before I hand it in I send it to the 
principal and to the DCSI. They'll look at it. If I misinterpreted something, correct it right 
now. Then we can talk about it. I always tell them in person, this is what I'm going to say 
here. This is an issue or if I need to reword it, because we don't want to be called by the 
powers that be. 
 
 Principal C felt the pressure of the principalship, stating “Our jobs are so vulnerable. 
Like, we have to own everything that takes place on our campus.”  She expressed not having 
colleagues she could trust, and not wanting to turn directly to her supervisor, so instead, she 
relied on the relationship she had established with PSP C.  PSP C was a sounding board for her 
to work through next steps, new ideas, and problems that arose.   
 If a principal is seeking to grow by learning from their PSP, the relationship established is 
crucial to the level of success that will be seen.  The work done by this pair is extensive and 
important, but time is a constant factor to consider.  Therefore, it is imperative that an open, 
honest connection is quickly made. 
External Factors 
 
District Commitment/Barriers to Support.  When a campus becomes IR, they become 
the focus of the district.  The campus, at this point, is assigned a DCSI to provide district level 
support.  PSP C sees this as a valuable role, if carried out appropriately. 
If you have a DCSI they need to add value to the CIT, the Campus Improvement  
Team. They just don't need to be present, they need to be able to add value. In the district  
we are talking about today, there really was value add. People were supportive of  
Principal A, they were supportive of Principal C, so in those situations, it was amazing. 
 
In the world of school accountability, the DCSI should have some knowledge of how to lead a 
school to change but, in the end, the PSP should be the expert on this concept.  With this 
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mindset, a PSP could coach not only a campus leadership team, but also the DCSI.  Principal A, 
who is currently in a new leadership role, describes variances of this that she has seen,  
It's fascinating to see some districts that the PSP's working directly with the DCSI. And 
coaching the DCSI, so the DCSI can go back on campus and work with the principals, 
which is what you want. But then you've got some DCSIs that won't let the PSP really do 
anything, other than enter the paperwork, you know, do the report. And they're not 
coaching. 
 
If the role of the PSP is not clear to all parties involved, the level of expertise a district will 
receive from them will be skewed.   
 PSP B describes being an IR campus as having a feeling of isolation, thus making the 
connection with the district, and the PSP, necessary.  While the district is a significant partner to 
the campus, the question of, “Does the district know how to best support a campus in need?” is 
raised. 
Sometimes, there are district decisions that are made that contribute to the under 
performance of some of their campuses. And sometimes they don't see that connection, 
and so how are resources distributed, how is support provided? Is it aligned? Sometimes 
because they are so worried about this IR status, they just throw all these resources at it. 
And they don't need more. They don't need this and that.  
 
Money and resources are easy solutions for a district to provide that often, unintentionally, lead 
to more work for campuses.  The district will feel impactful for distributing resources, but school 
leaders are left to determine how to manage tutors, assign student groups, and insure delivery of 
materials.  Ultimately, these resources may not even address the needs of the campus. 
PSP as Intermediary.  When the district is providing supports, or making decisions that 
are not value-add to the improvement of a school, someone has to speak up for the school.  With 
time always being a factor, the intervention must happen quickly.  Often times, the PSP can play 
the role as the “go between” for a district and a campus.  Furthermore, they can coach a principal 
through conversations and next steps, if it is more appropriate for the principal to be the liaison.  
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PSP B wants to empower the principal, but will intervene if no action is being taken by the 
district,  
I'm an outside person. And while they can fire me, it's not the same as your full time job. 
So sometimes I'm the one who says the brazen things, like "You know what? This is 
really a problem. This campus has struggled with blah, blah, blah… Can you intervene?" 
 
PSPs see the role of liaison between the two as a balancing act.  PSP A worries that a 
relationship that is too close to central office would be detrimental to building rapport with the 
principal.    
 PSPs are able to enact widespread change that impacts an entire district.  Principal A 
explains how PSP C was able to change the set idea of all schools having all the same needs in 
this district,  
Actually, you know the biggest thing that PSP C did for the district was differentiation 
from campuses. She put it in their heads that there had to be differentiation for campuses. 
These two campuses are IR and you have got to give them more. And she pushed and 
pushed and pushed, and then that whole district shifted to provide more support for 
campuses who need more support, because of her.  
 
Interestingly, although a district may respond to a PSPs request, the change may not be long 
lasting.  Principal B explains that her PSP effectively pushed things through the district office 
that she was unable to move.  She goes on to say, “the biggest thing is they were able to get me 
some more freedom in my scheduling. And I needed to have that to make some things work. 
Because after they left, that was taken away from me.”  The lack of continuity of systems once a 
PSP leaves proves problematic to sustained success.  
Impacting Student Achievement 
All of the emergent themes gathered from the interviews have some impact on the 
ultimate goal of an IR campus, student achievement.  The themes discussed above, focused on 
building capacity, will ultimately lead to increased student achievement.  The following four 
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themes: Data Practices, Teacher Quality, Focus, and Sustainability; however, have a more direct 
and immediate influence on academic performance.  
Data Practices 
 
Increased student/adult learning time. One of the Critical Success Factors PSPs  
reference as they take principals through the TAIS process is increasing learning time as a 
practice to impact student achievement. Respondents noted that the first part of deciphering 
whether learning time needed to be increased or not was to get a gauge of how efficiently time 
was currently being utilized in the classroom. As PSP A shared, “learning time on Fridays and on 
test days was horrible. It was just like how do we use this time to benefit kids' learning?”  
PSP B also brought up how weak transitions were on campus as she noted her frustration,  
Seeing kids packed up with their backpacks on by the door, waiting to go to specials or 
lunch, or wherever, drives me crazy. Because if you say to teachers, "What do you need 
more of?" they say, "Time." And then I see poor use of time. So almost every school I 
work at, we do some reflection about how are we using time?  
 
PSPs agreed that analysis of time on task when conducting walks was critical.  Looking at what 
the students are actually doing in the classroom became the focus of most walks. Posing 
questions to teachers regarding the level of the task is more helpful than just spouting terms like 
“bell to bell instruction”. Principal A shared that she and her PSP developed a mini action plan 
and agenda in conjunction with teachers to model for them what “bell to bell” actually looked 
like.  
PSP B also brought up how exhausting the IR campus life was and suggested a novel 
idea as they shared,   
Because initially with schools, they increase learning time. What they think about is pull 
in, push out, Saturday school, tutorials, it's all about tutoring. And then you go, 
everybody's worn out, they're working morning, noon, and night. They're coming on the 
weekends, they're staying late everyday, they're coming early, and then you go see 
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original instruction and it's mediocre at best. So I talk to them, like, "I know you're doing 
all this tutoring because you feel this sense of urgency and you feel like you have to do 
that. But what would it look like if you didn't?" And if our original teach is not as strong, 
because we're so worn out, then we're missing that opportunity. So helping schools, 
because sometimes if I say, "What if you didn't do that?" you just see this giant relief 
come over them.  
 
Clearly this sentiment of “how much more can you do to get out of the hole” is common in 
districts with IR campuses. School boards and district offices often feel you are not doing enough 
if you just stick to the normal school day hours. As noted by other respondents, the highest yield 
teaching has to occur in tier one instruction and this cannot happen if everyone is sprinting all the 
time.  
In regards to increasing teacher-learning time, most interviewees cited the use of PLCs as 
the venue to support increasing teacher capacity. Designating specific times during the day, to 
avoid meeting after school, Principal A developed tight agendas that were focused on teacher 
needs. PSP C also noted teacher professional development as clear opportunities to increase 
teacher-learning time. She emphasized how important it was to plan for professional 
development just like you expect a teacher to plan for a classroom lesson. She noted, “What is it 
you expect them to know and be able to do after the professional development? If you thought it 
really went well, how would you define what happened if it went well? Thinking about adult 
learning as well as student learning.”  
Tracking student data. All PSPs spoke to working with principals to develop 
mechanisms and practices for tracking student data to impact academic performance. Creating 
data rooms where every single student was tracked was a practice found on all of the campuses. 
Looking at individual reading and math levels and having meetings with teachers to track 
progress, PSPs shared that they were often present to support administration during these 
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meetings. Principal A brought up that some of her colleagues did not understand the value that a 
data room brought as she shared,  
I’ve heard principals say “we don't need a data room to know where our kids are." It's  
not about that you know where your kids are, it's about keeping the data in your head, and  
keeping it on the table. Because if it's not up, there's times that it'll get swept away. So 
teachers knew that data was important, 'cause we had the data room, we talked about  
data. Any time they came to me for a one-on-one, we had one-on-one data meetings after  
assessments. They sat with me face-to-face and we talked about each kid and what your  
plan was based on data. And that all came from the help from the PSPs.  
 
Having the tools and common frames of reference for how to talk to teachers about the student 
data was what principals found so helpful. Having conversations around data became easier 
because everyone had deep understandings of the focus and purpose for tracking student data.  
Campus B discussed the use of individual student data folders as a practice to impact 
student achievement. Students were not only trained to track their own data, but they were also 
able to clearly explain about what their deficits were and why. Helping students identify their 
strengths and areas of growth was pivotal in the improvement growth model. Students 
communicating with teachers on a deeper level left them with a sense of ownership on their 
personal learning journey.  
Leadership response to data.  Evident in the data gathered by respondents was the piece 
that, according to PSP C, many schools miss, how data is utilized and carried forward after it is 
collected. Whether it is data walls, student data trackers, or data collected during teacher 
observations, how are campus leaders trained to respond to the mounds of data that can pile up 
around them? As PSP A noted, once they supported a campus and trained the team on how to 
look at and interpret the data the focus, then, was in the follow up, 
What are we gonna do with this data? How are we going to address this so the kids are 
going to be okay? A lot of times it's talking to the principal when they were creating their 
agenda on what they were going to do. What is your agenda? What are you gonna do? 
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How are you gonna present it? What questions are you gonna ask? How do you want 
them to reflect on this? Are you gonna have a timeline? Come up with a plan for that 
campus, then I went back, then we'd see if it was in play and what things were okay.  
 
PSP C focused her campuses on breaking down the data to identify which specific teachers 
needed the most support and how the team was going to respond.  She notes, “We just look at the 
data as data. You can't really say it's good or bad. Then you define how do you make it go up. 
Data has no value unless you have a response plan.” 
Finally, Principal B pointed out that she utilized her PSPs to improve teacher quality by  
utilizing their experience to take the data and initiate change. She focused on pieces of 
sustainability and capitalized on the outside perspective of PSPs by asking what other leaders 
were doing to continuously improve and show growth to truly impact teacher quality. 
 Teacher Quality 
 Teacher knowledge & skills. When dealing with campus accountability issues, teacher 
quality and the skill set to take all students to the next level to show progress is of the highest 
importance. PSP B sets the stage for why Campus B struggled to move students. 
What happened at Campus B is they had a really strong third grade team, and they were 
crackerjacks at interventions. Then those kids moved to fourth grade, and it wasn't that it 
was a bad group of teachers, but they had someone go out on maternity leave and they 
had a novice teacher. So what they later realized is they didn't intervene with the high 
performing kids, and much of the stuff that those kids were doing while the teachers were 
intervening with the lower performing kids, were non-academic tasks. So those teachers 
did not have the skill set to take students to the next level. 
 
All six of the respondents reiterated the importance of investing in the ongoing development of 
building teacher capacity. As PSP C stated, “just making sure that the instruction was on point. 
Having a good way to monitor classroom learning. Identifying which teacher was having 
difficulty, to help them out. Help a teacher get better, or help them get out.” Campus leaders 
referenced utilizing the skill set of an experienced PSP when working to document struggling 
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teachers. The two more novice principals really relied on the PSPs to support them as they 
gauged and established common expectations and developed a calibration amongst the 
leadership team in regards to how they each viewed quality teaching.    
On the contrary, Principal B was an experienced leader that knew more of what to look 
for on her own, but still appreciated the validation that the PSPs could provide. Noting, 
“sometimes you just need that validation piece, because sometimes in the building, you walk 
through and people are like, "Oh, they're doing such a great job decorating their room."  And 
you're like, "Oh, but there was no engagement, alignment, or rigor." Due to the nature of PSP 
work, principals shared how they appreciated that their partners could be that critical lens that 
provided a varied perspective due to all of the districts and campuses they had served. As 
Principal A pointed out frankly, sometimes your best teacher may just be mediocre on another 
campus. Having another person there to validate or invalidate your beliefs is priceless.  
Leadership walk throughs & teacher feedback. Overwhelming all six respondents cited, 
time and time again, the importance of data based observations as they walked classrooms 
together to get a clearer picture of instruction beyond lesson plans and PLCs. PSP A cited 
classroom walk throughs as number one on her list every time she visited the campus and 
insisted that the principal walk with her as well. PSP B echoed the necessity to engage in walks, 
noting that the classrooms were the only place to see where the work was or was not happening. 
Following the TAIS process, all PSPs agreed that the focus and the tool used to gather 
observation data had to be linked to the TIP.  
Working to develop capacity of the entire leadership team, the data also revealed the 
value in the walks that occurred during the debrief right after they walked outside of the 
classroom. As Principal A notes, 
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The PSPs did a great job of walking the campus with me. There are some PSPs who don't 
do that, but they did. The biggest piece is going into the classrooms, kind of watching, 
and then coming out, and those questioning strategies that they would have for you 
whenever, in the hallway. Those hallway conversations. "What would you say? How did 
you think that went? What are you going to say to this teacher the next time you meet 
with them?" So it's those kind of conversations that we had that allowed me to really 
view teacher quality, whether it was moving this lower teacher up to proficient, or 
moving those proficient teachers up to the mastery. 
 
The principals unanimously agreed that the coaching support their PSPs were able to provide 
them, as they critically questioned what was seen and what was needed next to implement 
change, was essential and appreciated. Each discussed how easy it was to do the walks, but that 
the true value was found when the feedback was immediately given to the teacher. Often the 
most difficult part of leadership is having those crucial conversations with teachers and, as PSP 
B noted, “often in schools, we're nice to each other. And nice is better than not nice, but if I go in 
and say things like, "Oh, I really like ... " that doesn't really matter.” Principals all shared that 
their PSPs helped them develop a skill for how to use the data to guide them as they presented 
non-judgmental, fact based observations to teachers. Principals also felt that their teams 
developed as a cohesive unit holding each other accountable to providing consistent feedback to 
teachers.   
Focus 
 Targeted Improvement Plan/Goals. As part of the TAIS process, all respondents noted 
the critical role the Targeted Improvement Plan (TIP) played in having a clear focus. PSP B 
reflected on why Campus B failed to meet accountability, specifically saying they did not ensure 
all students were making progress. Unfortunately, the campus failed to intervene with the higher 
performing students and, although they maintained, they did not show growth from year to year. 
She clarified how focused they went into year two, 
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So we wrote a targeted improvement plan making sure that we moved every single kid, 
and they came right out of IR. And they learned to use data in ways that they hadn't 
before, because they were always sort of a "we're okay" campus. And we knew how to 
tutor these low kids and get them over the bar, and we don't have to do all this stuff, what 
these other campuses do.  
 
Principal C came onto her campus and discovered that, though the TIP existed, no one 
had even touched it. No progress had been made on any of the goals and the teachers were not 
aware that the TIP was their guiding document. Working in conjunction with the PSP, she noted 
that she set out to improve writing by “focusing on only three things; and we did stay focused on 
those. It was a lot posting of objectives and writing across the curriculum. We made the largest 
gain in the district in writing, going from 50% to 64%.” This clear focus supported her campus 
as they moved out of IR the subsequent year. 
 Several of the pairs referenced looking at the TIP often and ensuring that all agendas and  
data walks aligned to it. Conversations in leadership meetings were guided by the TIP and, often,  
teams found themselves readjusting the plan. PSP A noted, “I think after the second year the TIP 
really became a living document. We just knew where we had to be.” Used as more than just a 
document to stay in compliance, all interviewees needed the TIP to remain focused and move 
their campus to the next level. 
Whole School Reform/Accountability. Navigating an IR campus toward immediate 
improvement does not allow for time to stop and reflect on whole school reform in regards to 
accountability. As PSP C notes, 
It's kind of a double-edged sword. Because you have to get your three, four, five up at 
that moment. The testers have to go up in that moment. It's kind of like in a middle 
school, I don't go into sixth and seventh grade social studies. We have to get this done. 
But, you can't forget about the support, or you'll never get out of the cycle. It takes the 
courage to make sure, to take care of your Pre-K, K, and one. At the same time hyper 
focusing on three, four, five. 
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All three pairs noted how easy it is to get sucked into the “tested grades vacuum” and to forget 
about the primary grades. PSPs provided a big picture look at cyclical trends through the lens of 
accountability, and did not allow that to occur with the principals they worked with. Principal C 
noted that her PSP always brought up vertical teams, specifically honing in on how they could 
support the 4th grade writing scores. Stressing that writing does not start in 4th grade, she 
encouraged her to look deeply at her plan and hold all grade levels accountable for supporting 
the campus mission. All classrooms were visited to ensure that new learning in writing was 
consistently taking place.  
PSPs instilled in their principals that accountability is not just a 3-5 problem, but rather, a 
whole campus concern. Making sure principals keep their finger on the pulse of all grade levels 
is of the utmost importance, even when time is stretched to make changes quickly. PSP A went 
further and acknowledged the trend of moving marginal teachers from tested grades to primary 
ones and warned of the long-term effects this could have for years to come.   
There was one principal that kept trying to keep me away from those primary rooms. He 
was like no, and I said I have to go in there because how do we know what's happening? I 
said you don't know what's happening in the lower grades you are never going to see 
sustained academic achievement. Your best teachers should be in first, second, third 
grade. Instead, what do we do, we put the worst teachers on the babies. It’s way too early 
in their future to be getting exposed to poor teaching. 
 
By having a clear and focused plan that addresses whole school reform, IR campuses can 
overcome their IR status and see improvements for years to come. Campus leaders can build 
capacity within their walls by understanding that a few concise and targeted changes 
implemented in every classroom, every day.  
Sustainability 
 
Lack of Systems/Building Program Coherence. In order to assimilate and sustain  
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programs, all three PSPs spoke to supporting principals as they set to establish and maintain 
campus systems. PSP B relayed that often times at struggling campuses, “the school has sort of 
unraveled, there's often really hard working people there, it's not that they're not really trying, but 
they don't have systems. So how do you respond to this or that?”  This understanding of hard 
working people all moving in different directions is a common characteristic of IR campuses. 
Setting up clear and cohesive ways of implementing all campus programs is critical to 
overcoming the accountability hurdle. As Principal B referenced her PSP supporting her in 
building coherence, she said she had difficulty helping her staff understand that even if huge 
gains were not made, they had to focus on progress, and sustaining that progress.  
 Weighing heavily on all interviewees was the pressure of implementing systems and  
 
building coherence on IR campuses within tight time constraints. Principal A gave a clear  
 
example of how difficult implementation was, 
 
You have to have a whole campus writing plan. It's got to start, and it's going to take a 
couple of years to implement it. But unfortunately, districts don't get it. And it's not like 
they don't understand it, I just think there's pressures coming from everywhere. If this 
person didn't fix it, get rid of him, put somebody else in, and that that's what leads to 
campus and leadership turnover. When in actuality, some of these people are putting in 
really strong systems and processes in place, and that's the backbone of fixing the 
campus.  
 
Creating, training, and maintaining systems within a school improvement framework is a 
difficult and daunting task. PSPs encouraged the principals to focus on building a guiding 
coalition to support capacity building.  PSP C noted that she knew they were going to move the 
data in incremental stages and said to district staff when she was leaving, "I'm telling you right 
now, the things we are putting into place, you're not going to see an effect until a couple years 
down the road.” 
Commitment to the Work/Continuous Improvement. Reflecting on moving the school 
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forward after navigating the IR status, all six participants cited the importance of keeping 
committed to continuous improvement. PSP A notes the difficulty of keeping a campus in a state 
of focused urgency once you are in your first year out of IR,  
I mean, that first year, boom. They were out. It was the principal's personality that we 
start the new year fresh and it's like IR’s all been erased in our mind. I asked her to bring 
it back and say okay, remember, this is what you have to do. Remember why you did 
this. Just give it your all. Doesn't it matter when you get back on? You have to keep 
working for continuous improvement, you don’t want to go back IR. 
 
Campuses that have overcome the demands that IR places on personnel, systems, and 
climate learn to deeply understand the work and are, no doubt, committed. Unfortunately, a 
principal can be proud of all that their staff has accomplished, think that enough has been done, 
and easily fall into complacency. Principal C points out “you see how hard everybody is working 
and you don't want to discredit what has been done. But I have to keep pushing my teachers to 
understand it’s about continuing to always move forward.”  
All principals noted that the PSPs encouraged them to review instruments again and  
 
again, and to revise them along the way. As Principal B states, 
 
My PSP urged that it's okay to keep building the plane while you're flying it and tweak 
things a little bit. Because it's about continuous school improvement. I think, people 
forget the word continuous. You can't ever let up. Because in this day and age, there's 
always gonna be something that you think you got it, and then there's something else they 
throw at you. And you're like, ‘Really? Next thing you're going to want them to do it all 
in two languages. Next thing you're going to want them to do it in sign language.’ 
 
In order to accomplish sustainable gains in student achievement over the years, campus leaders 
must hone in on building and sustaining systems that drive the campus to continuous 
improvement. Even after success has been attained, a level of passion for the work must 
permeate throughout the campus.  
Summary 
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This study sought to examine the impact of the PSP on building leadership capacity and 
impacting student achievement on elementary IR campuses.  Through the data obtained from 
interviews, and associated documents, it was revealed that principals working with PSPs were 
able to build their capacity for instructional leadership by developing their understanding of 
teacher quality and developing systems for sustained change. PSPs utilized collaboration 
techniques with principals to provide differentiated support through cognitive coaching strategies 
and self-reflection. Organizing efforts for continuous improvement, the pairs shared whole 
school practices that shaped the work they monitored constantly. 
Climate, trust, and the relational impact of the PSP were discussed alongside the pivotal 
role the district plays in overcoming accountability concerns. Participants all described how 
important the impressions of the PSP were in regards to reputation and initial perception. At the 
end of the process, principals expressed how influential the coaching was not only during the 
time of the external support, but also in their current practices.  
Ultimately, PSPs and principals alike agreed that maintaining focus on the end goal of 
achieving academic success was the top priority.  In order to reach that goal, a campus’s systems, 
climate, and instructional practices must be reviewed and then, based on campus need, a plan 
must be created.  Once a plan is in place, it requires constant review and reflection to insure 
goals are being met and developed further, as needed.  Keeping in mind the importance of whole 
school accountability, once all staff members are prepared to make necessary changes, the goal 
will be reached.   
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 This chapter builds on the previous chapter to discuss the collected findings, provide 
implications, and suggest further recommendations for future research.  With the current 
landscape of school accountability about to change again to a new rating system, it is imperative 
to further develop these results to support chronically low performing campuses that are still 
struggling to overcome academic deficits. Working with campus principals, PSPs are able to 
strengthen school building capacity to promote teaching and learning as emphasized by the 
results of this study (Datnow & Honig, 2008).  
Summary of Study 
The aim of the present study was to bring to light the role of the PSP on building 
leadership capacity within the walls of IR campuses through the perceptions of PSPs and 
principals that worked together during the TAIS process. Based on the findings of this study, the 
research goal of understanding the critical role the PSP can play as an external school-based 
coach to provide a multitude of new resources beyond the scope of what districts and campuses 
could do on their own has been accomplished (Elmore & Burney, 1997; Mayer et al., 2013; 
Neufield & Roper, 2002). This study investigated the ways in which accountability could be 
impacted in relation to two main research questions: 
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1. How and in what ways do principal and PSP relationships impact school-wide capacity 
building? 
 
2. Given the principal-PSP relationship, to what extent was student achievement impacted? 
 
Using an inquiry strategy throughout data collection and analysis, this research was 
grounded in a multiple-case qualitative study of elementary principals and PSPs on three 
different IR campuses within the same district. The specific interest was examining the 
phenomenon of principal coaching through the lens of external support systems as perspectives 
from both PSPs and principals yielded descriptive accounts of how specific PSP practices 
affected capacity building and practices of the principal within the context of working at an IR 
campus (Stake, 2006).  
Understanding that the role of the campus principal is an isolated one, external coaches, 
in this case PSPs, provide the keys to establishing external partnerships to support teaching and 
learning improvement efforts (Honig, 2004).  Several findings emerged from the data of this 
study that support the fact that effective leadership is impossible when everything is a high 
priority (Duke, 2010). PSPs were able to provide principals with that focus as they built the 
internal capacity to leverage effective practices within a framework for improving student 
performance at low performing campuses.  
The following section highlights the findings of the investigation within the context of 
the research questions. Discussed are the extent to which the data answered each research 
question and how the results are aligned with, or contradict the, literature discussed in chapter 
two.  
Discussion of Findings 
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 Cultivating a strategy for school improvement and professional development, this study’s 
findings support the literature that exists in regards to leadership coaching to impact school wide 
capacity building and overall student achievement (Elmore & Burney, 1997; King & Bouchard, 
2011; Marsh, McCombs, & Martorell, 2010; Neufield & Roper, 2002, 2003). Serving as external 
liaisons to schools, PSPs are able to provide campus wide support to impact accountability. 
Although Neufeld and Donaldson (2012) note the lack of research on leadership coaching from 
an external source to improve best practices for cultivating skills and equipping novice and 
veteran principals for the challenges of turning around low-performing schools, the following 
findings add to the existing literature on building a framework for school capacity. 
Research Question 1: How and in what ways do principal and PSP relationships impact 
school-wide capacity building? 
 The relationship fostered between the PSP and principal has the potential to provide site- 
based leadership coaching needed to provide long overdue job-embedded, relevant professional 
development to build and grow school leaders (Kouzes & Pozner, 2007). PSPs skill sets and their 
ability to build and develop trusting relationships with principals, staff, and district personnel 
impact the overall school climate in ways that could bolster or impede the improvement process 
(Datnow & Honig, 2008).  With a myriad of internal and external factors, the following themes 
support the idea that the relationship of the PSP and the principal have a direct impact on school-
wide capacity building. 
Growth of school leaders.  A main focus of a PSP should be to instill change that will 
last beyond the time they spend at a campus.  In order to accomplish this, they must look beyond 
the principal and build the capacity of an entire leadership team by promoting strategies that 
promote organizational learning to build school capacity (Apple, 2006).  While different 
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campuses will have different needs, and will require different levels of support, in the end, all of 
the campuses need sustained changes.   
The participants in the study all agreed that teachers should constantly be growing their 
skillset and cited professional development as the pathway.  In line with Youngs and King 
(2002), all dimensions of capacity building can be directly impacted by professional 
development. Leadership teams often face the difficulty of planning sessions that prove highly 
effective. Feedback from the research showed classroom walkthroughs as the most beneficial 
form of professional development.  More than just the observation, the discussion that followed, 
was full of reflective questioning.  Engaging in this reflection, PSPs coach leadership teams to 
develop their own personal skill set and capacity that will then, in turn, foster organizational 
capacity (Dimmock, 2012).  
Impressions of PSP.  A PSPs reputation is imperative to their success in the field of 
school improvement.  By proving successful on IR campuses, a PSP will be sought out to bring 
their experience to a new campus.  However, a concern mentioned by all PSPs included in the 
study was a lack of training.  Without standardized guidance, the novice PSP felt she had no 
direction, which limited her ability to improve the quality of the principal’s leadership.  On the 
other hand, veteran PSPs took it upon themselves to make sure they stayed abreast of current 
happenings in education.  Acknowledging the need for continuous learning, which comes with 
experience, allowed these PSPs to bring relevant, timely, and effective strategies to the principal. 
As noted by King and Bouchard (2011), the quality of leadership, in this case, the PSPs, can 
greatly impact capacity building in positive or negative ways.   If PSPs are equipped with the 
skills they need they can incorporate their knowledge base into organizational structures to 
support the work of school improvement (Honig & Ikemoto, 2008). 
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Once a PSP is assigned to a campus, the leadership team is able to leverage this position, 
which many educators know very little about, to enact change on their campus.  Gauging what is 
needed on a campus, a PSP can either be introduced with an explanation of their role for the 
campus to calm fears, or they can be declared a visitor from TEA to insure the staff comprehends 
the weight of the situation. 
Relational impact.  School climate is one of the first things that must be addressed when 
a principal begins working with a PSP. Contributing to the learning environment, school climate 
is fundamental to student achievement and teacher morale (Nomura, 1999). Once a school is 
labeled IR, negative emotions will run high for anyone invested in the system.  Too many 
negative emotions will lead to a decline of systems across the board.  However, if the leader 
allows teachers to express their feelings about how a campus is functioning, and validates their 
concerns, an immediate base of trust is established and a school can begin to move forward.  
Without forming a level of trust, with all involved in the push for campus wide improvement, 
progress will be seriously impeded, if not completely stalled.   
Another relationship that relies on a foundation of trust is the PSP-principal connection.  
Due to the importance of the work done by this pair in a short amount of time, it is crucial that an 
open, honest connection is established from the beginning and the pairings must be thoughtful. 
To truly impact instructional leadership capacity, districts must sometimes, such as the case with 
PSPs, look beyond their walls to find the perfect fit (Warren & Kelsen, 2013).  
    External factors. A district becomes highly invested in a school once they have been 
labeled IR and begins to search for an immediate solution.  However, if a district does not take 
time to analyze campus needs, they may actually end up creating additional hurdles to overcome.  
Districts must support operational flexibility and give the campus the opportunity to make the 
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necessary shifts in all areas to meet the demands of school improvement under a compelled sense 
of urgency (Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis, 2010). As the overseer for change, the district must 
support the IR campus in its lone pursuit of increased academic performance (Kouzes & Posner, 
2007).  
Furthermore, when a district is doing more harm than good to a campus, the PSP must 
decide if they should intervene on behalf of the principal.  As Honig and Ikemoto (2008) note, 
PSPs are able to serve as third parties to navigate the challenging work of school improvement.  
Acting as a liaison between district and campus personnel, PSPs are allowed to cross the insider 
outsider boundary as they build trust with all stakeholders (Mayer et al, 2013). 
 
Research Question 2: Given the principal-PSP relationship, to what extent was student 
achievement impacted?  
 Cooperatively supporting principals through the continuous improvement cycle, PSPs 
establish professional relationships that provide leaders with objective information in order to 
make sound decisions that will lead to not only creating, but also sustaining systemic processes 
and practices, thus increasing student achievement (Bloom et al., 2005; Killion, 2002; Reiss, 
2007). Focusing on the work at hand with targeted development plans, the following themes 
support the work of PSPs to maximize the strengths of the entire campus to positively impact 
student performance (Meddaugh, 2014). 
 Data Practices. Interviewees all cited the importance of time on task to increase student 
achievement. Many relayed that, often times, teachers complain about the lack of time but lack 
awareness for how much time they are actually wasting on non-academic tasks. PSPs supported 
principals as they worked to get a gauge for a loss of instructional time in classrooms. Providing 
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students with authentic opportunities to learn, teachers must plan thoughtful lessons and 
enrichment activities that are focused on the level of the task with rigor (Lezotte, 1979).  
Attention must be paid to not just increasing time for the sake of it, but to ensuring that time is 
filled with engaging minutes (Jez & Wassmer, 2011).  
 Respondents overwhelming discussed tracking individual student data to increase 
academic performance. Working collaboratively, PSPs encouraged the use of data rooms and 
students tracking their own data with individual folders. Understanding the guiding principle of 
measuring pupil progress, campuses kept data at the forefront of conversations with teachers and 
students (Edmonds, 1981).  
 Teacher quality. Paramount to impacting achievement is teacher knowledge and skills 
and, more importantly, how to develop them when they are not being effective in the classroom 
(Youngs and King, 2002).  Understanding that there is a specific skill set when working with 
students at IR campuses, principals shared that PSPs were able to guide them as they sometimes 
had to support marginal teachers that lacked competence in instruction and pedagogy. All also 
concurred that classrooms must be focused on high expectations to truly influence student 
growth (King & Bouchard, 2011).  
As the classroom is the best gauge of what is occurring on a campus, walk throughs were 
cited by all three campuses as the most effective way to truly understand what was or was not 
happening to impact student growth. PSPs helped principals understand that teacher feedback, 
and responding to the data, were pivotal to move the needle. Focusing specifically on how 
teacher feedback data would be used and communicated was echoed in earlier research 
(Hamilton et al, 2009).  
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 Focus. PSPs relayed, throughout their interviews, the importance of having a clear, 
concise, and focused plan of action to move a campus out of IR. Principals and PSPs worked to 
conduct a needs assessment to identify strategies, interventions, and goals to support the 
turnaround process as they created the Targeted Improvement Plan (TIP). Similar to Edmonds’ 
(1982) work in schools, the PSPs were then able to specifically target and provide support to 
administration in areas of noted deficit.  
Also shared was the realization that, though the 3-5 grade staff may have been in on 
conversations around the TIP and accountability, much of the rest of the staff was unaware that a 
TIP even existed. Understanding that whole school reform and accountability was necessary to 
truly enact and sustain change over time, the PSPs supported principals as they shared objectives, 
plans, and goals with all stakeholders to increase transparency (Smith et al., 2001).  
Sustainability. As respondents noted, the whole campus has to come to terms with the IR 
status and assume responsibility in order to execute a plan to move forward. PSPs exposed 
principals and campuses to organizational change processes and worked to position and impact 
them to move beyond mere accountability requirements by establishing embedded and long-
lasting systemic change. D’Aveni (1994) supports the idea of the PSP as an external support 
system noting, without the aid of an intermediary or expert, “very few organizations can develop 
and master the necessary knowledge and skills to succeed” (p. 383). 
Principals shared how difficult it was to create an atmosphere focused on progress and 
continuous improvement while feeling the pressure of IR. PSPs were able to help them see the 
importance of celebrating successes and understanding that change takes time. PSPs have the 
opportunity to build the capacity of campus and district leaders for understanding and fully 
implementing the continuous improvement model of school turnaround. Working in tandem, the 
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pairs were able to create program coherence that was assimilated and sustained into school 
culture leading to increased achievement (Youngs & King, 2002). 
 
Implications for Research 
 Accountability demands are about to shift again as the state prepares for “the reduction of 
school quality to a single mark through the A-F school rating systems” (Tanner, 2016, p.1).  
Further exacerbating the strain felt by low performing campuses, they will now be assigned a 
grade that will signal a familiar level of quality that makes it nearly impossible to escape 
scrutiny. Organizational school capacity must be addressed in schools that find themselves at the 
mercy of the achievement gap (Chenowith, 2007). Campuses that have shown the sustainability 
to perform at a high level capitalize on building capacity and creating a culture of shared beliefs 
and expectations focused on student learning and achievement (Peterson, 2002; Platt et al., 
2008). The realization for low performing, IR campuses is that under this increased pressure 
“school reformers must employ external, school-based coaches to support learning, performance, 
and change among, principals, staff, and teachers’ (Mayer, Grenier, Warhol, & Donaldson, 2013, 
p.338). The role of the PSP, addressed in this paper offers a promising look at the specialized 
support experienced external professionals can provide to build capacity to promote teaching and 
learning (Datnow & Honig, 2008). 
Framework for School Capacity with External Support 
 Youngs and King’s (2002), school capacity framework served as the theoretical model 
for this study. As reviewed in chapter two, student achievement is most directly affected by 
instructional quality which, in turn, is influenced by school capacity. The model then goes on to 
expand to include five dimensions of school capacity that each affects one or more of the other 
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dimensions. The implications for research of this study build on the Youngs and King (2002) 
framework, as it introduces the external support provider, or PSP.   The original framework was 
aligned with responses collected during research to identify whether or not the study supported 
this method for building capacity.  Based on the findings of this study, the adaptations to the 
model were made to create Figure 5.1. 
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Figure 4. Framework for School Capacity with External Support 
The PSP is placed at the base of figure 5.1, as the relationship between the PSP and 
principal was the focus of the study. Having a direct impact on principal leadership, which 
affects all aspects of school capacity, the results of the study were confirmed. Existing literature 
that states when coaches are given the responsibility of being the main conduit in the reform 
process they are integral to organizational change supports the addition of the PSP to the 
framework (Honig & Ikemoto, 2008). Through the work of the PSP-principal pairs on the 
studied campuses, each collectively impacted all five dimensions found within the updated 
school capacity framework. One major revision to the dimensions was made based on the fact 
that participant responses did not support keeping the original dimension of “technical resources” 
found in the Youngs and King (2002) model.  The amount of evidence uncovered was not 
enough to validate keeping the dimension in the updated model. In its place, “data practices” was 
added as it was found to be one of the eight core theme in this study that did not align with any 
of the other dimensions presented in the original framework. 
Implications for Practice 
This study’s findings have implications for each component of the updated theoretical 
framework that includes external support being directly connected to leadership.  It is necessary, 
therefore, to discuss how each element builds effective leadership that aids a school in the 
turnaround process by building capacity to positively impact student achievement. 
Create a coaching environment.  To truly affect leadership on a campus, PSPs in this 
study noted the importance of acting as a coach, not as the leader of the campus. Through 
coaching, PSPs have the opportunity to provide principals and their leadership teams with on-
site, job-embedded, relevant professional development (Huggins et al., 2017).  Knowing that all 
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schools will require different levels of support, a PSP conducts a thorough needs assessment to 
assess specific strengths and areas of growth for the entire leadership team. It is imperative to 
utilize the findings of the needs assessment to differentiate the interventions to support 
principals. Principals must be afforded the same opportunities as teachers to cultivate their skill 
set with an individualized action plan (Dimmock, 2012). 
 Building honest, trustworthy relationships soon after the first meeting may be difficult, 
but is imperative to the success of the coaching model.  All principal-PSP pairs in this study 
described how rapport developed between them was the linchpin for the entire coaching process.  
Once a level of trust was developed, pairs were able to ask tough questions and have difficult 
conversations with a level of productivity that sparked growth.    
Utilizing cognitive coaching strategies, PSPs can assist leaders as they think of “outside 
the box” alternatives and solutions to impact student achievement. Leaders are forced to take the 
time to reflect on the “why” something is happening instead of just the “what”.  Principals cited 
this step in the coaching process as one of the most important pieces.  Whether the principal 
reflected with their team, themselves, or the PSP, the constant review of systems, strategies, and 
decisions made provided the principal time to determine overall effectiveness.  
Enact lasting organizational reform. When arriving at a campus that has recently been 
labeled as IR, PSPs expect a negative atmosphere.  Due to the amount of time and effort put into 
instruction, teachers and administration alike will often be filled with a sense of despair.  The 
PSP must immediately begin work with the principal to address the climate and culture, as they 
are fundamental to student achievement and teacher morale. Allowing all stakeholders to express 
their feelings about the current state of practice will allow for a sense of validation.  Only when 
this has occurred can a campus move forward. 
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Identifying and prioritizing initiatives, PSPs in the study helped principals understand 
that enacting change was about more than just an accountability rating.  By focusing on just 
accountability, the scope becomes too narrow and limits the amount of progress that can be 
made.  For sustained change to become a reality the entire campus had to be committed to 
incremental, continuous improvement.   
Principals in this study shared their experiences of arriving at campuses in complete 
disarray, without any notable systems in place.  While implementing new systems is challenging, 
and can be met with resistance, it is imperative to building program coherence. 
Establish collective responsibility through a Targeted Improvement Plan. Based on the 
needs assessment conducted on arrival, a targeted improvement plan (TIP) must be created with 
the leadership team, campus, and district representatives. Using streamlined, focused goals to 
address the areas of accountability, the PSP urges the leadership team to keep the TIP at the 
forefront of all campus operations. Noting that a campus may have several areas in need of 
improvement, the TIP is a tool to insure everyone is moving in the same direction.  The clarity 
provided by the TIP was noted as the overarching instrument that helped campuses eliminate the 
low performing status. 
The PSP can support whole school reform by ensuring that TIP goals are created to align 
with every classroom on campus. Referencing the fact that the quickest solution is to devote a 
school’s time and resources to only tested grades, PSPs explain the danger of constantly falling 
into the cycles of “improvement required” if the lower grades are not acknowledged.  Walking 
all classrooms for evidence of follow through on campus initiatives will provide teachers with 
the support they need to improve and help hold them accountable for whole school reform. 
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Provide feedback to improve teacher quality. Teacher walk through data is critical to 
improve overall teacher quality on campus. Being in classrooms allows for the clearest view of 
the true level of instruction occurring on a campus.  Utilizing the TIP goals to guide them, a walk 
through tool must be created and refined to analyze rigor, alignment, and student engagement. 
Using data collected on these learning walks, PSPs are able to help principals develop rich 
professional development based on teacher need, and designed to improve teacher quality.   
 Principals must engage in timely and specific feedback to impact teacher growth. Using 
their level of experience, PSPs are able to support principals as they engage in data-based 
conversations centered around classroom instruction with teachers.  Remembering to focus on 
only a few areas at a time, a principal can lead a more targeted approach that will support 
building teacher capacity. 
Implement systems to make decisions based on data. Principals and PSPs both relied 
heavily on student data tracking to impact growth for all students. Using data walls, 
conversations for moving students were at the center of PLCs. Although principals had not 
always agreed with the use of data, and relied heavily on teacher input, PSPs pushed this practice 
as it helped everyone keep accountability at the forefront of their thinking.  At the end of the day, 
school ratings are based completely on data so leadership teams must make certain this is a 
school wide focus. 
This study emphasized the importance of training leaders to act on data. Capitalizing on 
growth, data can be used as a tool to measure teacher quality to impact student achievement. 
Responding to concerns with reflective questioning, timelines, and a plan for action, data cannot 
merely stand alone. Simply put, data as just data is simply numbers; however, data with a plan is 
the game changer for achieving academic success.   
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Recruit and train skilled PSPs. With the accountability system constantly evolving, a 
campus that has fallen into improvement required status will not be able to experience true 
change without the help of an external source.  PSPs are able to influence every facet of the 
theoretical framework by building the capacity of the leadership team.  Since their scope of 
influence is so wide, education and experience must be considered when selecting the campus 
PSP.   
When reviewing the role of the PSP in the current study, all principals agreed their job 
would have been much more difficult, if not impossible, without the assistance of this coach.  
Based on findings in this study, this idea relies heavily on the understanding that a PSP, 
themselves, are equipped with the skills to provide the coaching.   
The PSPs cited a lack of proper training to truly prepare them for the work in front of 
them.  As PSPs maintain the skillset they came to the job with, it is worrisome to know there will 
be little to no development of their abilities.   
Recommendations for Future Research 
At the end of data analysis and synthesis, a researcher often finds themselves asking new 
questions about the subject at hand.  Whereas the questions this study sought to answer were 
addressed, new ideas were brought up.   
To begin with, the research shows that PSPs were chosen based on experience and 
reputation.  In order to continue the PSP network, new people must be brought in.  The training, 
however, was described as inadequate, leaving PSPs to move a school forward solely with the 
skills they arrived with.  When reviewing the data of a first year PSP, she gave an overarching 
message that she felt unprepared and unsure of what steps to take. PSPs from this study 
discussed wanting to create a toolkit to use as professional development to train all members of 
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the network, new and experienced, but there has yet to be steps taken forward for this.  These 
factors lead to the first set of future research questions: 
1. What training can be provided to insure all PSPs are adequately prepared to lead a 
campus out of their improvement required status?  
2. Can the PSP network enact a mentor-mentee system between novice and veteran 
PSPs? Perhaps employing them in the same district to allow for shadowing 
experiences? 
3. Since novice PSPs will not yet have an established reputation, how can the PSP 
network help to insure IR schools feel confident selecting them for the job? 
Additionally, to further the research, the scope of the study could be expanded.  The 
research conducted was limited to one district and, within that district, only to elementary 
schools.  Although the PSP-principal pairs provided different perspectives, as each set had 
unique characteristics, the data collected was finite.  In the future, a researcher could expand the 
research questions from this study to focus on secondary schools: 
1. How and in what ways do principal and PSP relationships impact school-wide 
capacity building, specifically at the secondary level? 
2. Given the principal-PSP relationship, to what extent was student achievement 
impacted, specifically at the secondary level? 
The study could also be pushed further to include sets of principal-PSP pairs from a variety of 
districts.  When moving this direction, the researcher would be able to delve deeper into the role 
and accountability of the DCSI on school improvement. 
 The need to carry this research further is imperative.  There has been discussion of PSPs 
being phased out; however, the findings in the current study show the need for an external 
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coaching presence on an IR campus is crucial.  If this study could be pushed to include 
improving PSP preparation, as well as discovering the effectiveness of the relationship at the 
secondary level, perhaps IR campuses will continue to receive a level of support that is needed to 
achieve the goal of academic success.   
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APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A: Letter Request to Participate 
Dear Professional Service Provider: 
  
This letter is an invitation to consider participating in a study I am conducting as a part of my 
doctoral degree in the Department of Educational Administration at the University of Texas at 
Austin under the supervision of Dr. Rubén Olivárez. I am requesting your participation as well as 
the associated principal you worked with on the Improvement Required campus, whom you 
recommend as able to provide information for this study. This letter provides information about 
this project and what your involvement would entail if you decide to take part. 
  
As you are aware, the role of the campus principal has presented enormous and escalating 
challenges with the ever-increasing demands of academic accountability coupled with public 
scrutiny. Improvement required campus principals work with PSPs to navigate the complexities 
of the turnaround process. Surprisingly, there is little research on how PSPs operate, the impact 
of their work, and the conditions that help or hinder them and the IR principal they work with. 
The purpose of this study is to examine and evaluate the relationship between the Professional 
Service Provider and principal on Improvement Required campuses in Texas and how that 
relationship impacts school-wide capacity building. Furthermore, given the relationship, to what 
extent was student achievement impacted. 
  
This investigation has significance for all stakeholders involved in the school turnaround process 
at Improvement Required campuses. As the scope and urgency of turnaround principals has 
continued to grow more demanding each year, it is imperative to support these leaders as they 
navigate campuses to improve accountability. This study will have implications on how the PSP 
model is used to increase leadership capacity of campus principals in order to meet state and 
federal accountability, ultimately improving education for all students. 
  
If you choose to participate, you will be among two other PSP/principal pairs in Texas that will 
be included in this study. 
  
District study participation will include: 
  
Professional Service Provider Participation 
●     Your participation in 2 individual interviews (60 minutes); 
●     Review of your interview transcript to ensure interview accuracy and validity of the study; 
●     I am asking participating PSPs to recommend the principal they formerly worked with at the 
IR campus. 
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There will be no risks to the district or to any interview participants. Neither you, nor any 
participant interviewed, nor your school district, will be identified or identifiable in the research 
in connection with any specific reports or publications. All interviews will be conducted to 
maintain participant privacy and confidentiality. Participation in interviews will be completely 
voluntary, and a participant decision about whether or not to participate will not affect any 
relationship with the University of Texas at Austin or with the school district. All participant data 
will be de-identified and coded with a pseudonym to protect the district and participants’ 
confidentiality, kept in a secure location during the study, and destroyed after the mandated 
period for record-keeping. 
  
If you have any questions regarding this study, or would like additional information to assist you 
in reaching a decision about participation, please contact me at 512-964-9196 or by e-mail at 
marisolrocha1@gmail.com. You can also contact my supervisor, Dr. Rubén Olivárez via e-mail 
rolivarez@austin.utexas.edu. 
  
The information gathered will assist administrators and leaders in public schools systems to build 
and increase leadership capacity on campuses across the state of Texas. I very much look 
forward to speaking with you and thank you in advance for your assistance in this project. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
  
  
  
Marisol Rocha                                               
Hornsby-Dunlap Elementary Principal,         
Del Valle ISD                                                
 
 
 
Dr. Rubén Olivárez, 
L. D. Haskew Centennial Professor in 
Public School Administration & Executive 
Director: Cooperative Superintendency 
Program, University of Texas at Austin 
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APPENDIX B: Consent Form 
Waiver of Consent 
Marisol Rocha 
The University of Texas at Austin 
IRB #___ 2017-10-0103____ 
 
Thank you for agreeing to speak to me regarding your possible participation in my research study. Your 
participation is voluntary. The purpose of this research is to determine the impact that the Professional 
Service Provider/Principal relationship has on building school-wide capacity. I am seeking Professional 
Service Providers and principals to provide their perspectives on navigating the Improvement Required 
process as they undergo school accountability interventions. Following two 60-minute individual 
interviews, and the sharing of the transcripts with you for your review for credibility, your participation 
will be complete. 
The research study will include: 
●     Two- 60-minute individual interviews with you to gain your perspective about the work you did in 
relation to the Texas Accountability Intervention System on the associated IR campus. 
●  With your permission, the interview will be tape-recorded to facilitate collection of information, 
and later transcribed for analysis. Shortly after the interview has been completed, I will send you a copy 
of the transcript to give you an opportunity to confirm the accuracy of our conversation and to add or 
clarify any points that you wish. 
●     All data collected will occur in a private office or school room or a public library to ensure interview 
privacy and confidentiality based on convenience for you, the participant. 
●     You will not be identified or identifiable in any reports of this research. For the analysis phase, you 
will be assigned a code identifier, which will be removed in the final document. Pseudonyms will be used 
to mask participants’ and districts’ identities. Therefore, you and your district will not be identified or 
identifiable. 
●     All information you provide is considered completely confidential. Your name will not appear in any 
thesis or report resulting from this study; however, with your permission anonymous quotations may be 
used. Data collected during this study will be kept in a secure location during the study and destroyed 
after the mandated period for record-keeping. Only researchers associated with this project will have 
access. 
●  There are no known or anticipated risks to you as a participant in this study.    
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The results will be disseminated in a variety of formats to enable educators, researchers, and 
board members the benefit of your experience, knowledge, and expertise regarding school improvement 
efforts and capacity building. You may benefit from participation in this research through your personal 
reflection on your experience with the school improvement process. Your fellow community members 
and educators may benefit from the recommendations that emerge from the results of the study. 
Please be aware that your participation in this study is entirely voluntary, and you may discontinue 
participation at any time. Your decision about whether or not to participate will not affect any relationship 
with the University of Texas at Austin or with the school district. Should you elect not to participate, 
there will be no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.              
If you have any questions regarding this study, or would like additional information to assist you in 
reaching a decision about participation, please e-mail me at marisolrocha1@gmail.com, or my 
dissertation supervisor, Dr. Rubén Olivárez at rolivarez@austin.utexas.edu. Any questions about the 
research can also be directed to the University of Texas at Austin’s Office of Research Support at 
orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu. 
  
  
Participant’s Printed Name:_______________________________________ 
Participant’s Signature: ______________________________________     
Date: __________________ 
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APPENDIX C: Interview Guide 
Interviewer: Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study. The information gathered from 
this interview will be used as part of a doctoral dissertation for the University of Texas at Austin. 
Your responses to questions asked in this interview will be used only for purposes of this study 
and will be kept strictly confidential by the researcher. Your participation in the interview will 
serve as your informed consent. The entire interview will last approximately an hour. 
  
Review/Confirm descriptive data: 
·         Name 
·         Years as a principal/PSP 
·         School Name 
·         Students served 
·         Student population 
·         School location 
·         Size of professional faculty 
·         Years involved in TAIS process with principal/PSP 
  
1.      Looking back on your experience, what were your initial expectations about working with 
your counterpart in this PSP-principal relationship? 
  
2.      Specifically addressing the CSF- Leadership Effectiveness, how did you experience or give 
coaching and development as you worked together? 
  
3.      How has your PSP-principal relationship altered your perception of distributed leadership? 
  
4.      What is an example story of how your PSP-principal relationship enabled self-reflection? 
  
5.      How did your PSP-principal relationship support your goals in building CSF- Teacher 
Quality? 
  
6.      What PSP support did you give or receive to support teacher quality and enhance overall 
effectiveness? 
  
7.      How did your organization enable coordinated professional development to support teacher 
knowledge of the IR status and TAIS model as well as Use of Quality Data? 
  
8.      How did the PSP-principal relationship enable whole school community to focus on 
student learning and a collective responsibility to focus on CSF- Academic Performance? 
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8a. In what ways, if any, was CSF-Increased Learning Time addressed to enhance the school day 
for students? 
8b. In what ways, if any, was CSF-Increased Learning Time addressed to enhance the school day 
for teachers? 
  
9.      What emphasis was placed on CSF- School Climate with staff and the greater school 
community? 
9a. Family and Community Engagement-What follow up and support systems    were built in 
to help parents & community understand the IR campus status? 
  
10.  How did you work together to maximize curricula and instructional materials to bolster 
student achievement? 
  
11.  How were standards and assessments analyzed as a result of the PSP-principal relationship 
impact instructional quality? 
  
12.  What role did the vision for the organization focus on building capacity for teachers using 
assessments and data? 
  
13.  What role did your DCSI play in supporting the PSP-principal relationship? 
  
14.  How did the relationship help to leverage district personnel throughout the TAIS process? 
  
15.  What is your reflection on the work of a PSP in the field? 
15a. How was trust built with the principal? 
15b. How was trust built with all school community stakeholders? 
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APPENDIX D: List of Documents Referenced and Examined 
1. Campus AEIS (Academic Excellence Indicator System)  
2. Campus AYP (Adequate Yearly Progress) 
3. Texas Accountabilty Intervention System Handbook 
4. Professional Service Provider Handbook 
5. Job Descriptions for PSP and DCSI 
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APPENDIX E: Codes Identified Across Four or More Participants and Numbers of References 
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APPENDIX F: Core Themes with Associated Codes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 116 
 
REFERENCES 
Apple, M. W. (2006). Educating the “right” way: Markets, standards, God, and inequality (2nd 
ed.). New York, NY: Routledge. 
Apple, M. W., & Beane, J. A. (2007). Democratic schools: Lessons in powerful education (2nd 
ed.). Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 
Barton, P. E. (2003). Parsing the achievement gap: Baselines for tracking progress. Princeton, 
NJ: Educational Testing Service.  
Beteille, T., Kalogrides, D., & Loeb, S. (2012). Stepping stones: Principal career paths and 
school outcomes. Social Science Research, 41, 904-916. doi:10.3386/w1724 
Bloom, G., Castagna, C., Moir, E., & Warren, B. (2005). Blended coaching: Skills and strategies 
to support principal development. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 
Bossi, M. (2007). Revolutionary leadership. Leadership, 36(5), 32-38. Retrieved from ERIC 
database. (EJ771737) 
Bottoms, G., & Schmidt-Davis, J. (2010). The three essentials: Improving schools requires 
district vision, district and state support, and principal leadership. Atlanta, GA: Southern 
Regional Education Board. Retrieved from 
http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/school-leadership/district-policy-
and-practice/Documents/Three-Essentials-to-Improving-Schools.pdf 
Brookover, W. B., & Lezotte, L. W. (1979). Changes in school characteristics coincident with 
changes in student achievement. Institute for Research on Teaching: College of 
Education, Michigan State University.  
Brookover, W. B., Schweitzer, J. H., Schneider, J. M., Beady, C. H., Flood, P. K, & Wisenbaker, 
J. M. (1978). Elementary school social climate and school achievement. American 
  
 117 
 
Educational Research Journal, 15(2), 301-318. Retrieved from ERIC database. 
(EJ189559) 
Browne-Ferrigno, T., & Muth, R. (2006). Leadership mentoring and situated learning: Catalysts 
for principalship readiness and lifelong mentoring. Mentoring & Tutoring, 14, 275-295. 
Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ819686) 
Bryk, A. S., Sebring, P. B., Allensworth, E., Luppescu, S., & Easton, J. Q. (2010). Organizing 
schools for improvement: Lessons from Chicago. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago 
Press. 
Cain, G. G., & Watts, H. W. (1970). Problems in making policy inferences from the Coleman 
Report. American Sociological Review, 35, 228-242. 
Camburn, E., Rowan, B., & Taylor, J. E. (2003). Distributed leadership in schools: The case of 
elementary schools adopting comprehensive school reform models. Educational 
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 25(4), 347-373. doi:10.3102/01623737025004347 
Chenowith, K. (2007). It’s being done: Academic success in unexpected schools. Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard Education Press. 
Clegg, S., Kornberger, M., & Rhodes, C. (2005). Learning/becoming/organizing. Organization, 
12, 147-167. doi:10.1177/1350508405051186 
Coleman, J. S., Campbell, E. G., Hobson, C. J., McPartland, J. M., Mood, A. M., Weinfeld, F. 
D., & York, R. L. (1966). Equality of educational opportunity. Washington, DC: 
Government Printing Office. 
Corcoran, T., & Goertz, M. (1995). Instructional capacity and high performance schools. 
Educational Researcher, 24(9), 27-31. doi:10.3102/0013189X024009027 
  
 118 
 
Corcoran, T., Fuhrman, S. H., & Belcher, C. L. (2001). The district role in instructional 
improvement. Phi Delta Kappan, 83, 78-84. Retrieved from 
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/37c4/d01529e97ff6001ce165e2148ac5381d77e2.pdf 
Creswell, J. W., & Miller, D. L. (2000). Determining validity in qualitative inquiry. Theory into 
Practice, 39(3), 124-130. doi:10.1207/s15430421tip3903_2 
Creswell, J.W. (2003). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods 
approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.   
Creswell, J.W. (2007). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five 
approaches (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Crotty, M. (1998). The foundations of social research. London, UK: Sage.  
Crow, G. M., Hausman, C. S., & Paredes, J. P. (2002). Reshaping the role of the school 
principal. Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education, 101(1), 189-210. 
doi:10.1111/j.1744-7984.2002.tb00009.x 
Crowther, F., Kaagan, S. S., Ferguson, M., & Hann, L. (2002). Developing teacher leaders: How 
teacher leadership enhances school success. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 
Cuban, L. (1988). The managerial imperative and the practice of leadership in schools. Albany, 
NY: State University of New York Press.  
D’Aveni, R.A. (1994). Hypercompetition: Managing the dynamics of strategic maneuvering. 
New York, NY: Free Press. 
Darling-Hammond, L. (2010). The flat world and education: How America’s commitment to 
equity will determine our future. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.  
  
 119 
 
Darling-Hammond, L., LaPointe, M., Meyerson, D., & Orr, M. (2007). Preparing school leaders 
for a changing world: Executive summary. Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University 
Educational Leadership Institute.  
Datnow, A., & Honig, M. (Eds.). (2008). Introduction to the special issue on scaling up teaching 
and learning improvement in urban districts: The promises and pitfalls of external 
assistance providers. Peabody Journal of Education, 83, 323-327. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/25594796 
Datnow, A., Hubbard, L., & Mehan, H. (2002). Extending educational reform from one school to 
many. New York, NY: Routledge Falmer. 
Deming, D. J., Cohodes, S., Jennings, J., & Jencks, C. (2016). When does accountability work? 
Education Next, 16(1), 71-76. Retrieved from http://educationnext.org/when-does-
accountability-work-texas-system/ 
Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (Eds.). (2005). The Sage handbook of qualitative research (3rd 
ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Dimmock, C. (2012).  Leadership, capacity building and school improvement: Concepts, themes 
and impact. New York, NY: Routledge.  
Dufour, R., & Marzano, R. J. (2011). Leaders of learning: How district, school, and classroom 
leaders improve student achievement. Bloomington, IN: Solution Tree Press.  
Duke, D. L. (2010). Differentiating school leadership: Facing the challenges of practice. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.  
Edmonds, R. R. (1979). Effective schools for the urban poor. Educational Leadership, 37(1), 15-
24. Retrieved from 
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/550b/740eb13c411d36d38f498293472cf64fdcef.pdf 
  
 120 
 
Edmonds, R. R. (1981). The last obstacle to equity in education: Social class. Theory Into 
Practice, 20(4), 269-272. doi:10.1080/00405848109542967 
Edmonds, R. R. (1982). Programs of school improvement: An overview. Educational 
Leadership, 40(3), 4-11. Retrieved from 
https://www.ascd.org/ASCD/pdf/journals/ed_lead/el_198212_edmonds.pdf 
Ellinger, A. D., Watkins, K. E., & Bostrom, R. P. (1999). Managers as facilitators of learning in 
learning organizations. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 10(2), 105-124.   
Elmore, R. F. (2000). Building a new structure for school leadership. Washington, DC: Albert 
Shanker Insitute. 
Elmore, R., & Burney, D. (1997). Investing in teacher learning: Staff development and 
instructional improvement in community school district #2, New York. New York, NY: 
National Commission on Teaching & America’s Future & the Consortium for Policy 
Research in Education.  
Espedal, B. (2005). Management development: Using internal and external resources in 
developing core competencies. Human Resource Development Review, 4, 136-158. 
Fraenkel, J. R., & Wallen, N. E. (2003). How to design and evaluate research in education (5th 
ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill Higher Education. 
Fullan, M. (2007). The new meaning of educational change (4th ed.). New York, NY: Teachers 
College Press. 
Fullan, M. (2008). What’s worth fighting for in the principalship (2nd ed.). New York, NY: 
Teachers College Press. 
  
 121 
 
Fullan, M., Bertani, A., & Quinn, J. (2004). Leading in tough times: New lessons for districtwide 
reforms. Metairie, LA: Center for Development and Learning. Retrieved from 
http://www.cdl.org/resourcelibrary/articles/leading_in_tough_times.php 
Gall, M. D., Gall, J. P., & Borg, W. R. (2003). Educational research: An introduction (7th ed.). 
Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon.   
Gamoran, A., Secada, W. G., & Marrett, C. A. (2000). The organizational context of teaching 
and learning: Changing theoretical perspectives. In M. T. Hallinan (Ed.), Handbook of 
Sociology of Education (pp. 37-64). New York, NY: Kluwer Academic, Plenum. 
Gates, G. S., & Watkins, M. (2010). The place of automony in school community: Taking a 
closer look at teacher collaboration. Journal of School Leadership, 20(3), 272-401.    
Glaser, B. (1998). Doing grounded theory: Issues and discussions. Mill Valley, CA: Sociology 
Press.   
Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. (1967). Discovery of grounded theory: Strategies for qualitative 
research. Mill Valley, CA: Sociology Press.   
Gronn, P., & Hamilton, A. (2004). A bit more life in the leadership: Co-principalship as 
distributed leadership practice. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 3(1), 3-35. 
Hamilton, I., Halverson, R., Jackson, S., Mandinach, E., Supovitz, J., & Wayman, J. (2009). 
Using student achievement data to support instructional decision-making. Washington, 
DC: National Center for Educational Evaluation.  
Hamlin, R. G., Ellinger, A. D., & Beattie, R. S. (2008). The emergent “coaching industry”: A 
wake-up call for HRD professionals. Human Resource Development International, 11(3), 
287-305. doi:10.1080/13678860802102534 
  
 122 
 
Haney, W. (2000). The myth of the Texas miracle in education. Education Analysis Policy 
Archives, 8(41). doi:10.14507/epaa.v8n41.2000 
Hansford, B., & Ehrich, L. C. (2006). The principalship: how significant is mentoring? Journal 
of Educational Administration, 44(1), 36-52. doi:10.1108/09578230610642647 
Hargreaves, A., Earl, L., & Ryan, J. (2013). Schooling for change: Reinventing education for 
early adolescents (2nd ed.). New York, NY: Routledge. 
Hargrove, R. (2000). Masterful coaching fieldbook. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass/Pfeiffer.   
Hays, D. G., & Singh, A. A. (2012). Qualitative inquiry in clinical and educational settings. 
New York, NY: Guilford.  
Hess, F. M., & Kelly, A. P. (2005). The accidental principal. Educational Leadership, 5(3), 35-
40. 
Hickcox, E. (2002). Shaping the principalship in Manitoba. Retrieved from 
http://www.mcle.ws/ld/hickcox_shaping_principalship.htm 
Honig, M. I. (2001). Managing ambiguity: The implementation of complex education policy 
(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from https://searchworks.stanford.edu/view/4761380  
Honig, M. I. (2004). The new middle management: The role of intermediary organizations in 
complex education policy implementation. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 
26(1), 65-87. Retrieved from 
https://education.uw.edu/sites/default/files/profiles/documents/papers/HONIG%20EEPA
%202004.pdf 
Honig, M. I. (2009). “External” organizations and the politics of urban educational leadership: 
The case for the Institute for Learning. Peabody Journal of Education, 84, 394-413. 
doi:10.1080/01619560902973613 
  
 123 
 
Honig, M. I., & Ikemoto, G. S. (2008). Adaptive assistance for learning improvement efforts: 
The case of the institute for learning. Peabody Journal of Education, 83(3), 328-363. 
doi:10.1080/01619560802222327 
Houchens, G. W., Hurt, J., Stobaugh, R., & Keedy, J. L. (2012). Double-loop learning: A 
coaching protocol for enhancing principal instructional leadership. Qualitative Research 
in Education, 1(2), 135-178. doi:10.4471/qre.2012.08 
Houle, J. C. (2006). Professional development for urban principals in underperforming schools. 
Education and Urban Society, 38(2), 142-159. doi:10.1177/0013124505282611 
Hubbard, L., Mehan, H., & Stein, M. K. (2006). Reform as learning. New York, NY: Routledge. 
Huggins, K. S., Klar, H. W., Hammonds, H. L., & Buskey, F. C. (2017). Developing leadership 
capacity in others: An examination of high school principals’ personal capacities for 
fostering leadership. International Journal of Education Policy & Leadership, 12(1), 1-
15. doi:10.22230/IJEPL2017v12n1a670 
Hursh, D. (2005). The growth of high-stakes testing in the USA: Accountability, markets and the 
decline in educational equality. British Educational Research Journal, 31(5), 605-622. 
Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ718874) 
Jackson S. A., & Lunenburg F. C. (2010). School performance indicators, accountability ratings, 
and student achievement. American Secondary Education, 39(1), 27-44. Retrieved from 
http://donnaelder.wiki.westga.edu/file/view/School+Performance+Indicators+Accountabi
lity+Ratings+and+Student+Achievement.pdf 
James-Ward, C. (2011). The development of an infrastructure for a model of coaching principals. 
International Journal of Educational Leadership Preparation, 6(1), 1-12. Retrieved from 
http://cnx.org/content/m37139/1.2/ 
  
 124 
 
Jeffrey, J. (1978). Education for children of the poor: A study of the origins and implementation 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. Columbus, OH: Ohio State 
University Press. 
Jencks, C. S., Smith, M., Ackland, H., Bane, M. J., Cohen, D., Gintis, H., Heyns, B., & 
Michelson, S. (1972). Inequality: A reassessment of the effect on the family and schooling 
in America. New York, NY: Basic Books.   
Jez, S. J., & Wassmer, R. W. (2011). The impact of learning time on academic achievement. 
Sacramento, CA: Center for California Studies.  
Kaplan, C., & Chan, R. (2011). Time well spent: Eight powerful practices of successful, 
expanded-time schools. Boston, MA: National Center on Time & Learning.   
Killion, J. (2002). Soaring with their own life coach. Journal of Staff Development, 23(2), 19-22. 
King, M.B., & Bouchard, K. (2011). The capacity to build organizational capacity in schools. 
Journal of Educational Administration, 49(6), 653-669. 
doi:10.1108/09578231111174802 
Knight, J. (Ed.). (2009). Coaching: Approaches and perspectives. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin 
Press.  
Kouzes, J. M., & Pozner, B. Z. (2007). The leadership challenge. San Francisco, CA: Jossey 
Bass.  
Lashway, L. (2003). Inducting school leaders. Eugene, OR: CEPM Clearinghouse.   
Lee, V. E., & Smith, J. B. (1996). Collective responsibility for learning and its effects on gains in 
achievement for early secondary students. American Journal of Education, 104(1), 103-
147. 
  
 125 
 
Leithwood, K. A., & Riehl, C. (2003). What do we already know about successful school 
leadership? Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational 
Researchers Association, Chicago. 
Leithwood, K. A., & Riehl, C. (2003). What do we already know about successful school 
leadership? Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational 
Researchers Association, Chicago, IL. 
Leithwood, K., & Wahlstrom, K. (2008). Linking leadership to student learning: A review of the 
research. Educational Administration Quarterly, 44(4), 455-457. 
doi:10.1177/0013161X08321501 
Leithwood, K., Harris, A., & Hopkins, D. (2008). Seven strong claims about successful school 
leadership. School Leadership & Management, 28(1), 27-42. 
doi:10.1080/13632430701800060 
Leithwood, K., Mascall, B., Strauss, T., Sacks, R., Memon, N., & Yashkins, A. (2009). 
Distributing leadership to make schools smarter: Taking the ego out of the system. In K. 
Leithwood, B. Mascall, & T. Strauss (Eds.), Distributed leadership according to the 
evidence (pp. 61-86). New York, NY: Routledge.   
Leithwood, K., Seashore-Louis, K., Anderson, S., & Wahlstrom, K. (2004). How leadership 
influences student learning. New York, NY: Wallace Foundation.  
Lezotte, L. W. (1979). A policy prospectus for improving urban education. Hartford, CT: 
Connecticut State Board of Education.  
Lezotte, L.W. (2001). Revolutionary and evolutionary: The effective schools movement. Okemos, 
MI: Effective Schools Products. 
  
 126 
 
Lieberman, A. (1995). Practices that support teacher development: Transforming conceptions of 
professional learning. Phi Delta Kappan, 76, 591-596. Retrieved from ERIC database. 
(EJ501258) 
Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. London, UK: Sage.  
Louis, K. S., & Marks, H. M. (1998). Does professional community affect the classroom? 
Teachers’ work and student experiences in restructuring schools. American Journal of 
Education, 106(4), 532-575. Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ576587) 
Lubinsky, L. (2002). Coaching our game. School Administrator, 59(5), 42-43.    
Marsh, J. A., McCombs, J., & Martorell, F. (2010). How instructional coaches support data 
driven decision making: Policy implementation and effects in Florida middle schools. 
Educational Policy, 24(6), 872-907. doi:10.1177/0895904809341467 
Marzano, R. J. (2009). Setting the record straight on “high-yield” strategies. Phi Delta Kappan, 
91, 30-37. Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ856132) 
Marzano, R.J., Waters, T., & McNulty, B.A. (2005). School leadership that works: From 
research to results. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development. 
Mayer, A. P., Grenier, R. S., Warhol, L., & Donaldson, M. (2013). Making a change: The role of 
external coaches in school-based communities of practice. Human Resource Development 
Quarterly, 24(3), 337-363. doi:1002/hrdq.21164 
McEwan, E. W., & McEwan, P. J. (2003). Making sense of research: What’s good, what’s not 
and how to tell the difference. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 
McKenzie, W. (2015). The big idea of school accountability. Dallas, TX: George W. Bush 
Institute. Retrieved from: http://www.bushcenter.org/essays/bigidea/ 
  
 127 
 
McLaughlin, M. W. (2006). Implementation research in education: Lessons learned, lingering 
questions, and new opportunities. In M.I. Honig (Ed.), New directions in education policy 
implementation: Confronting complexity (pp.209-228). Albany, NY: The State University 
of New York Press.   
McLaughlin, M. W., & Talbert, J. (2001). Professional communities and the work of high school 
teaching. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.   
McNeil, L. (2005). Faking equity: High-stakes testing and the education of Latino youth. In A. 
Valenzuela (Ed.), Leaving children behind: How “Texas-style” accountability fails 
Latino youth (pp. 57-111). Albany, NY: State University of New York Press. 
Meddaugh, N. K. (2014). Coaching the school principal’s capacity to lead underperforming 
schools. Journal of School Public Relations, 35, 147-175. Retrieved from EBSCOHost 
database. 
Mendels, P., & Mitgang, L. D. (2013). Creating strong principals. Educational Leadership, 
70(7), 22-26. Retrieved from http://www.ascd.org/publications/educational-
leadership/apr13/vol70/num07/abstract.aspx#Creating_Strong_Principals 
Merriam, S. B. (1998). Qualitative research and case study applications in education. San 
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.  
Merriam, S. B. (2009). Qualitative research: A guide to design and implementation. San 
Francisco, CA: John Wiley & Sons. 
Mertens, D. M. (2005). Research and evaluation in education and psychology: Integrating 
diversity with quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage. 
  
 128 
 
Mertens, D. M. (2010). Research and evaluation in education and psychology: Integrating 
diversity with quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage. 
Miles, M., & Huberman, A.M. (1994). An expanded sourcebook: Qualitative data analysis. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Mintrop, H., & Sunderman, G.L. (2009). Predictable failure of federal sanctions-driven 
accountability from school improvement-and why we may retain it anyway. Educational 
Researcher, 38(5), 353-64. doi:10.3102/0013189X09339055 
Mitgang, L. (Ed.), Held, L., Mendels, P., Miller, W., Pauly, E., Spiro, J. (2012). The making of 
the principal: Five lessons in leadership training. New York, NY: Wallace Foundation. 
Retrieved from http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/Documents/The-
Making-of-the-Principal-Five-Lessons-in-Leadership-Training.pdf 
Mitchell C., & Sackney, L. (2001). Building capacity for a learning community. Canadian 
Journal of Educational Administration and Policy, 19. Retrieved from 
https://journalhosting.ucalgary.ca/index.php/cjeap/article/view/42682 
Morse, J. M., & Richards, L. (2002). Read me first for a user’s guide to qualitative methods. 
Thousand Oaks CA: Sage. 
Mosteller, F., & Moynihan, D. P. (Eds.). (1972). On equality of educational opportunity: Papers 
deriving from the Harvard University faculty seminar on the Coleman report. New York, 
NY: Random House.  
Mullen, C. A., & Cairns, S. (2001). The principal’s apprentice: Mentoring aspiring school 
administrators through relevant preparation. Mentoring & Tutoring, 9(2), 125-152. 
doi:10.1080/13611260123854  
  
 129 
 
Murphy, J., & Meyers, C.V. (2008). Turning around failing schools: Leadership lessons from the 
organizational sciences. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.   
Neufeld, B., & Donaldson, M. L. (2012). Coaching for instructional improvement: Conditions 
and strategies that matter. In B. Kelly & D. F. Perkins (Eds.), The Cambridge handbook 
of implementation science for educational psychology. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 
University Press. 
Neufield, B., & Roper, D. (2002). Off to a good start: Year 1 of collaborative coaching and 
learning in the effective practice schools. Cambridge, MA: Education Matters. 
Neufield, B., & Roper, D. (2003). Coaching--a strategy for developing instructional capacity: 
Promises & practicalities. Cambridge, MA: Education Matters. 
Newman, F. M., King, M. B., & Youngs, P. (2000). Professional development that addresses 
school capacity: Lessons from urban elementary schools. American Journal of Education, 
108(4), 259-299. doi:10.1086/444249 
No Child Left Behind Act, Public Law 107-110, 115 Stat. 1425 (2001). 
Noguera, P. (2005). The racial achievement gap: How can we assure an equity of outcomes? In 
Johnson, L., Finn, M., & Lewis, R. (eds.), Urban education with an attitude (pp. 11-20). 
Albany, NY: State University of New York Press. 
Nomura, K. (1999). Learning to lead. Thrust for Educational Leadership, 18-20. 
Novak, D., Reilly, M., & Williams, D. (2010). Leadership practices accelerate into high speed. 
Journal of the National Staff Development Council, 31(3), 32-37. 
O’Day, J., Goertz, M. E., & Floden, R. E. (1995). Building capacity for education reform (CPRE 
Policy Brief RB-18). New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University, Consortium for Policy 
Research in Education.  
  
 130 
 
Pardini, P. (2003). Executive coaching: A growing recognition of coach-client relationships in 
school leadership circles. School Administrator, 60, 8-14. Retrieved from 
http://www.aasa.org/SchoolAdministratorArticle.aspx?id=8952 
Patton, M. Q. (1990). Qualitative evaluation and research methods (2nd ed.). Newbury Park, CA: 
Sage.  
Patton, M. Q. (2002). Qualitative research and evaluation methods (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, 
CA: Sage.   
Peske, H., & Haycock, K. (2006). Teaching inequality: How poor and minority students are 
shortchanged on teacher quality. Retrieved from 
www.closingtheachievmentgap.org/cs/ctag/view/resources/49 
Peterson, K. (2002). The professional development of principals: Innovations and opportunities. 
Educational Administration Quarterly, 38(2), 213-232. 
Platt, A., Tripp, C., Fraser, R., Warnock, J., & Curtis, R. (2008). The skillful leader II: 
Confronting conditions that undermine learning. Acton, MA: Ready About Press.   
Reed, E., Scull, J., Slicker, G., & Winkler, A. (2012). Defining strong state accountability 
systems: How can better standards gain greater traction. Washington, DC: Fordham 
Institute on State Accountability. Retrieved from: https://archive.org/stream/331800-
fordham-institute-on-state-accountability/331800-fordham-institute-on-state-
accountability_djvu.txt 
Reeves, D. B. (2009). Leading change in your school: How to conquer myths, build commitment, 
and get results. Alexandria, VA: ASCD. 
Reeves, D. B., & Ellison, E. (2009). Renewal coaching: Sustainable change for individuals and 
organizations. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.    
  
 131 
 
Reiss, K. (2004). Coaching for leadership. Leadership, 33(3), 34-36. Retrieved from ERIC 
database. (EJ700546) 
Reiss, K. (2007). Leadership coaching for educators: Bringing out the best in school 
administrators. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 
Robertson, J. (2008). Coaching educational leadership: Building leadership capacity through 
partnership. London, UK: Sage.    
Salinas, C., & Reidel, M. (2007). The cultural politics of the Texas’ educational agenda: 
Examining who gets what, when, and how. Anthropology and Education Quarterly, 
38(1), 42-56. doi:10.1525/aeq.2007.38.1.42 
Sanders, W. L., & Rivers, J. C. (1996). Cumulative and residual effects of teachers on future 
academic achievement. Knoxville, TN: University of Tennessee Value-Added Research 
and Assessment Center. 
Scales, P. C., & Leffert, N. (1999). Developmental Assets. Minneapolis, MN: Search Institute.  
Scheerens, J., & Bosker, R. (1997). The foundations of educational effectiveness. New York, 
NY: Elsevier. 
Seashore-Louis, K., Leithwood, K., Wahlstrom, K., & Anderson, S. (2010). Learning from 
leadership: Investigating the links to improved student learning. Retrieved from 
http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/school-leadership/key  
Senge, P. (1990). The fifth discipline. New York, NY: Doubleday.   
Smith, A. A. (2007). Mentoring for experienced school principals: Professional learning in a safe 
place. Mentoring & Tutoring, 15, 277-291. doi:10.1080/13611260701202032 
  
 132 
 
Smylie, M., & Corcoran, T. (2006, May). Nonprofit organizations and the promotion of evidence 
based practice. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational 
Research Association, San Francisco, CA. 
Sparks, D. (2005). Leadership for learning. Education Week, 25, 1.  
Spillane, J. P., & Diamond, J. B. (2007). Distributed leadership in practice. New York, NY: 
Teachers College Press. 
Spillane, J. P., Camburn, E., & Pareja, A. (2007). Taking a distributed perspective to the school 
principal’s workday. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 6(1), 103-25.  
Spillane, J. P., & Louis, K. S. (2005). School improvement processes and practices: Professional 
learning for building instructional capacity. Yearbook of the National Society for the 
Study of Education, 101(1), 83-104. doi:10.1111/j.1744-7984.2002.tb00005.x 
Stake, R. (1995). The art of case study research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Stake, R. (2006). Multiple case study analysis. New York, NY: Guildford Press.  
Stein, S. J., & Gewirtzman, L. (2003). Principal training on the ground: Ensuring highly 
qualified leadership. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.   
Stickel, S. (2005). Information memorandum: The principal training program: Instructional 
leadership coaches option. Sacramento, CA: State Board of Education. Retrieved from 
https://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/infocibpddapr05item03.doc 
Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of qualitative research: Grounded theory procedures 
and techniques. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.   
Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1998). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and procedures for 
developing theory (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
  
 133 
 
Stullich, S., Eisner, E., & McCrary, J. (2007). National assessment of Title I, final report: 
Volume I: Implementation. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Evaluation, 
Institute for Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education.  
Swinerton, J. A. (2006). Learning to lead what you “don’t (yet) know”: District leaders engaged 
in instructional reform (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from 
http://hdl.handle.net/1773/7896  
Tanner, J. (2016). The A-F accountability mistake: The Texas accountability series. Austin, TX: 
Texas Association of School Administrators. 
Texas Center for District & School Support. (2013). Professional service provider guidebook. 
Retrieved from http://Downloads/ACCT_PSP_Selection_Guidance_14%20(1).pdf 
Texas Center for District & School Support. (2015). Professional service provider job 
description. Retrieved from 
http://www.tcdssnet/up;ods/resources/docs/PSP_Job_Description_2015-2016.pdf 
Texas Center for District & School Support. (2016). Professional service provider guidebook. 
Retrieved from http://www.tcdss.net/uploads/resources/docs/Handbook_2016_WEB.pdf 
Texas Education Agency. (2011). TEA turnaround framework. Retrieved from 
http://Downloads/ACCT_TAIS%20Brochure_16.pdf 
Texas Education Agency. (2013). 2013 accountability ratings. Retrieved from 
https://rptsvr1.tea.texas.gov/perfreport/account/2013/faq.html 
Texas Education Agency. (2016). House Bill 2804 implementation. Retrieved from 
http://tea.texas.gov/2804implementation.aspx 
Texas Education Agency. (2010). The State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness 
(STAAR): A new assessment model. Retrieved from http://tea.texas.gov/   
  
 134 
 
Torrance, D. (2013). Distributed leadership: Challenging five generally held assumptions. School 
Leadership and Management, 33(4), 354-372. doi:10.1080/13632434.2013.813463 
Trochim, W. M. K. (2001). The research methods knowledge base (2nd ed.). Cincinnati, OH: 
Atomic Dog.   
U.S. Department of Education, Office of Secondary Education. (2002a). No Child Left Behind: A 
desk reference. Washington DC: Government Printing Office. 
U.S. Department of Education, Office of Secondary Education. (2002b). What to know and 
where to go: A parents’ guide to No Child Left Behind. Washington DC: Government 
Printing Office.  
U.S. Department of Education. (2009). The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009: 
Saving and creating jobs and reforming education. Retrieved from 
http://www.ed.gov/policy/gen/leg/recovery/implementation.html  
Vasquez Heilig, J., Young, M., & Williams, A. (2012). At-risk student averse: Risk management 
and accountability. Journal of Educational Administration, 50(5), 562-585. 
doi:10.1108/09578231211249826 
Wagner, T. (2008). The global achievement gap. New York, NY: Basic Books. 
Wagner, T., Kegan, R., Lahey, L., Lemons, R. W., Garnier, J., Helsing, D., . . . Rasmussen, H. T. 
(2006). Change leadership: A practical guide to transforming our schools. San 
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
Wahlstrom, K. L., & Louis, K. S. (2008). How teachers experience principal leadership: The 
roles of professional community, trust, efficacy, and shared responsibility. Educational 
Administration Quarterly, 44(4), 458-495.  
Warren, S. R., & Kelsen, V. E. (2013). Leadership coaching: Building the capacity of urban 
  
 135 
 
principals in underperforming schools. Journal of Urban Learning, Teaching, and 
Research, 9, 18-31.  
Weber, G. (1971). Inner city children can be taught to read: Four successful schools. 
Washington, DC: Council for Basic Education. 
Weber, G. (1971). Inner city children can be taught to read: Four successful schools. 
Washington, DC: Council for Basic Education. 
Weingartner, C. J. (2009). Principal mentoring: A safe, simple, and supportive approach. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.   
Willis, J. W. (2007). Foundations of qualitative research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.   
Wise, D., & Hammack, M. (2011). Leadership coaching: Coaching competencies and best 
practices. Journal of School Leadership, 21, 449-477. 
Youngs, P., & King, M.B. (2002). Principal leadership for professional development to build 
school capacity. Educational Administration Quarterly, 38(5), 643-70.    
Zachary, L. (2005). Creating a mentoring culture: The organization’s guide. San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass. 
Zavadsky, H. (2012). School turnarounds: The essential role of districts. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard Education Press. 
 
